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Abstract 
 
 
The Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) was first introduced in all commercial forest 
reserves in Sabah in 1997. This policy gives hope to the state government to manage the 
forests in a sustainable manner following the forest development phase of revenue oriented 
timber exploitation, which has contributed to the decline in forest resources; the increase in 
forest degradation and the decrease in state income earned from the forestry sector. Under the 
SFM concept, the forest of the state was divided into Forest Management Units (FMUs) 
managed by FMU holders under different institutional arrangements of state, state enterprise 
and private sector.  
 
This study was conducted to investigate the corporate-stakeholder interrelation under the SFM 
concept implemented by the FMU holder in Sabah, Malaysia. The research was based on the 
‘Triple Typology Perspective of Stakeholder Theory’, which encapsulates three different 
perspectives of ‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’ and ‘stakeholder’ centric. The ‘conceptual’ 
perspective explores the overall SFM concept and its relation to the FMU holder – 
stakeholder interaction. The ‘corporate’ view investigates how the FMU holders as the 
corporate part of the SFM concept deals with their stakeholders; and the ‘stakeholder’ 
perspective analyses the relation between stakeholders, the FMU holders and SFM 
implementation. Stakeholder analysis was used to gather information with the application of 
methods incorporating literature reviews, expert interviews, focus groups, meetings and 
discussion, questionnaire surveys and Q methodology. Four FMUs were selected as study 
areas, which managed by the state, state enterprise and private sector. The respondents were 
encompassed personal of Sabah Forestry Department (SFD), FMU managers and FMU 
workers, various governmental and non-governmental agencies, and local communities of 
eight villages located within and in the fringe of FMU areas involved in the study. 
 
Under the ‘conceptual centric’, different groups of stakeholders were identified based on SFM 
documentation, which also provide the normative basis for the SFM concept. The 
contemporary implementation of SFM was assessed based on stakeholders’ perspective, 
which indicated that the overall SFM contribution entailed mainly on satisfaction of 
environment objectives, followed by economic and, to a lesser degree, social objectives. 
Different categories of stakeholders were identified based on their perceptions of various 
issues under SFM implementation. These include the level of cooperation or conflict; degree 
of stakeholder participation; views of specific individuals and a thorough comparison of 
individual subjectivity. There is, however, an agreement to the statements on the influential 
factors towards effective SFM implementation, which include the administration and 
leadership of SFD, and good collaboration between SFD and the FMU holders. Other 
consensuses were related to the roles of participation in promoting learning about synergy and 
the importance of various forest uses, and that it should be able to influence the decision-
making during the consultation process.  The implementation of SFM was agreed in 
influencing towards investment in the forestry sector and the development of the rural area in 
the state. 
 
The ‘corporate centric’ indicates the different approaches of stakeholder management under 
the different arrangements of FMU holders. The SFM operations with a high level of 
stakeholder involvement were identified as community forestry programme followed by 
forest conservation, forest protection, development and preparation of plans, administration, 
human resource development, and research and development. The important stakeholders, 
according to their degree of involvement in SFM operations were the internal stakeholders of 
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FMU workers, followed by external stakeholders of the staff of SFD, contractors, local 
communities, local authorities, consultants, businessmen/traders and researchers/scientists. 
Other stakeholders were various state government agencies, manufacturers, shareholders, 
NGOs (local), international agencies, NGOs (international), donors, federal government 
agencies and other FMU holders.  
 
The ‘stakeholder centric’ identifies the various stakeholders' interests and claims associated 
with SFM implementation that depend on stakeholder affiliation. The main groups in this 
study were multi-interest stakeholder groups (n=104) and the local community groups of the 
selected villages (n=332). The interests and claims of the multi-interest stakeholder group 
were related to SFM objectives such as good management of the forest, protection and 
conservation of environment and biodiversity, and protection of water catchment areas. The 
local community groups, on the other hand, were mainly concerned with the importance of 
the forest as a source for foods, land for agriculture and other livelihood purposes.  
 
There are various approaches for stakeholder relation management (SRM) that are employed 
by the FMU holders and stakeholders. These may consist of management quality system, CSR 
program, the community forest development project; inter agency meetings and dialogue; and 
collaboration and cooperation with other agencies and institutions. SRM can assist in 
balancing conflicts that arise, promoting cooperation, and advancing the knowledge and 
understanding on the SFM concept among the stakeholders. The SRM approaches under the 
SFM implementation can augment participation by the stakeholders, which in turn will 
promote effective and efficient implementation of SFM. The mutual relation of the SFM 
concept and SRM is advancing stakeholder participation in promoting effective 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level. The inter-relation of the ‘triple perspective 
typology of stakeholder theory’ was integrated as new contexts to achieve objectives for 
sustainability under SFM policy, with the business case of corporate sustainability, and the 
wider scope of the ecosystem approach and the sustainable development. 
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Zusammenfassung 
 
Das Konzept Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) wurde erstmals in allen kommerziellen 
Waldreservaten in Sabah, Malaysia, im Jahr 1997 eingeführt. Mit dieser Politik verbindet die 
Landesregierung die Hoffnung, dass die Wälder nun in einer nachhaltigen Art und Weise 
bewirtschaftet werden können, nachdem die fast ausschließlich auf Einnahmen orientierte 
Holznutzung zum Rückgang der Waldbestände, zur Zunahme der Waldzerstörung und damit 
letztendlich auch zum Rückgang der Staatseinnahmen aus der Forstwirtschaft beigetragen hat. 
Zur Umsetzung des SFM-Konzepts wurde der Staatswald in Forest Management Units (FMU) 
unterteilt, die von FMU Haltern aus verschiedenen Staatsinstitutionen, Staatsunternehmen und 
der Privatwirtschaft verwaltet werden. 
 
Die vorliegende Arbeit untersucht das Verhältnis zwischen Unternehmen als FMU-
Bewirtschaftern und Stakeholdern im Konzept nachhaltiger Waldbewirtschaftung, das von 
FMUs in Sabah, Malaysia implementiert wurde. Die Arbeit basiert auf der „Triple-Typology 
Perspective of Stakeholder Theory“, welche drei verschiedene Perspektiven beinhaltet, die 
konzeptionell, unternehmensbezogen oder Stakeholder-zentriert sind. Dabei untersucht die 
konzeptionelle Perspektive SFM-Konzepte und die daraus resultierenden Beziehungen 
zwischen FMU-Bewirtschafter und ihren jeweiligen Stakeholdern. Die 
unternehmenszentrierte Sicht legt den Schwerpunkt darauf, wie FMU-Bewirtschafter als  Teil 
des SFM-Konzeptes mit Stakeholdern interagieren.  Die Stakeholder-Perspektive analysiert 
das Verhältnis zwischen Stakeholdern, FMU-Bewirtschafter und der SFM-Implementierung. 
Die Daten wurden mit Hilfe der Stakeholder-Theorie unter Anwendung quantitativer und 
qualitativer Methoden wie Literaturrecherche, Experteninterviews, Fokusgruppen, 
informellen Treffen und Diskussionsrunden, schriftlichen Befragungen und der Q-
Methodologie erhoben. Als Untersuchungseinheiten wurden vier FMUs ausgewählt, die durch 
den Staat, den staatlichen Forstbetrieb und den privatem Sektor bewirtschaftet werden. Die 
Befragungsteilnehmer setzten sich aus Personal der Forstverwaltung Sabah (Sabah Forestry 
Department, SFD), den FMU-Bewirtschaftern und –Mitarbeitern, verschiedenen Regierungs- 
und Nicht-Regierungsorganisationen und lokalen Gemeinschaften in acht Dörfern innerhalb 
sowie im Randgebiet der FMUs zusammen. 
 
In Bezug auf die konzeptionelle Perspektive wurden, basierend auf der SFM-Dokumentation, 
verschiedene Stakeholder-Gruppen identifiziert, die die normative Basis für das SFM-
Konzept liefern. Dessen Implementation wurde aus Sicht der Stakeholder analysiert. Es zeigte 
sich, dass der gesamte Beitrag zum SFM vornehmlich  umweltbezogene Zielsetzungen erfüllt, 
gefolgt von ökonomischen und, zu einem noch geringeren Grad, sozialen Zielen. Mehrere 
Kategorien von Stakeholdern wurden auf Grundlage ihrer Wahrnehmung verschiedener 
Aspekte im Zuge der SFM-Implementation identifiziert. Diese umfassen die Kooperations- 
oder Konfliktebene, den Grad der Stakeholder-Beteiligung sowie individuelle Betrachtungen. 
Es gibt eine Übereinstimmung zu Äußerungen, welche  Einflussfaktoren hinsichtlich 
effektiver SFM-Implementierung entscheidend sind. Dabei wurden vor allem das 
Management und die Führung der, der SFD sowie gute Zusammenarbeit zwischen dem SFD 
und den FMU-Bewirtschaftern genannt. Weitere Übereinstimmung besteht darin, die 
Weiterbildung über die Bedeutung unterschiedlicher Waldnutzungen und deren 
Ausbalancierung zu stärken, um die Entscheidungsfindung im Konsultationsprozess 
beeinflussen zu können. Auch herrschte Einigkeit darin, durch Investition in den Forstsektor 
und Entwicklung ländlicher Regionen die Implementation von SFM zu stärken. 
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Der unternehmensbezogene Fokus konzentriert sich auf die verschiedenen Ansätze des 
Stakeholder-Managements unter unterschiedlichen Charakteristika der FMU-Bewirtschafter. 
SFM-Maßnahmen mit einem hohen Grad an Stakeholder-Beteiligung sind 
Gemeinschaftsforstprogramme (community forestry programmes), gefolgt von 
Waldnaturschutz, Waldschutz, Entwicklung und Vorbereitung von Plänen, Verwaltung, die 
Entwicklung von Humanressourcen sowie Forschung und Entwicklung. Die wichtigsten 
Stakeholder, bezogen auf ihren Beteiligungsgrad in SFM-Maßnahmen, waren intern die 
Mitarbeiter der FMUs und extern die Mitarbeiter der SFD, Vertragsnehmer, lokale 
Gemeinschaftsgruppen und Verwaltungen, Berater, Geschäftsleute/Händler und 
Forscher/Wissenschaftler. Weitere Stakeholder waren verschiedene Regierungsorganisationen, 
Produzenten, Aktionäre, internationale Behörden, lokale und internationale NGOs, Behörden 
der föderalen Regierung und andere FMU-Bewirtschafter. 
 
Die Stakeholder Perspektive identifiziert verschiedene Interessen und Forderungen der 
Stakeholder, die sich auf die SFM-Implementation beziehen und von der Stakeholder-
Zugehörigkeit abhängen. Die Hauptgruppen in dieser Studie waren sogenannte 
Mehrinteressen-Stakeholder-Gruppen (n=104) und lokale Gemeinschaftsgruppen (n=332). 
Die Interessen und Forderungen der Mehrinteressen-Stakeholder-Gruppen waren bezogen auf 
SFM-Ziele wie gute Waldbewirtschaftung, Schutz und Erhaltung der Umwelt und 
Biodiversität sowie Schutz von Wassereinzugsgebieten. Andererseits stand der Wald als 
Quelle für Nahrung, landwirtschaftliche Flächen und andere Aspekte des Lebensunterhaltes 
im Mittelpunkt des Interesses lokaler Gemeinschaftsgruppen. 
 
Es gibt zahlreiche Ansätze für das Management von Stakeholder-Beziehungen (Stakeholder 
Relation Management, SRM), welches durch FMU-Bewirtschafter und Stakeholder genutzt 
wird. Der SRM-Ansatz besteht aus dem Bewirtschaftungsqualitätssystem, CSR-Programm, 
dem Gemeinschaftswaldentwicklungsprojekt, multilateralen Treffen und Dialog zwischen den 
Behörden, und Zusammenarbeit und Kooperation mit anderen Behörden und Organisationen. 
SRM kann dazu dienen, mögliche Konflikte auszubalancieren, Kooperation zu begünstigen 
sowie das Wissen und Verständnis von SFM zu fördern. Die Einbindung von SRM in die 
Implementation von SFM erweitert die Beteiligung der Stakeholder, was wiederum zu einer 
effektiveren und effizienteren Implementation von SFM auf FMU-Ebene führen kann. Die 
Wechselbeziehungen zwischen der „Triple-Perspective Typology of Stakeholder Theory“ und 
dem Ökosystemansatz, der unternehmensbezogenen Nachhaltigkeit und dem Konzept des 
Sustainable Forest Management bilden die Grundlage, um das Ziel einer umfassenden 
Nachhaltigkeit zu erreichen.  
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Overview   
 
The Brundtland Report (1987) of ‘Our Common Future’ has widely promoted the term 
‘Sustainable Development’ for human progress, as the goal of all nations during a new era of 
economic growth, grounded on policies that sustain and expand the environmental resource 
base (WCED, 1987). This conforms to the human appeal to safeguard the earth as a living 
place for current and future generations, placing the well-being of humankind at the centre of 
all environment and development policies (ibid). It equates societal progress towards a more 
equitable and wealthier world with the preservation of the natural environment and cultural 
achievements for future generations (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002). The concept of Sustainable 
Forest Management (SFM) for the management of forests in accordance with the principles of 
Sustainable Development have progressed since the ‘Forest Principles’ was first introduced 
and adopted during the United Nations Conference on Environmental and Development 
Programme (UNCED) at Rio de Janeiro in 1992. According to the (International Union of 
Forest Research Organizations [IUFRO], 2005 p. 43), there is no universally agreed upon 
definition for SFM concept. However, the IUFRO organisation gives SFM the following 
definition:  
“The stewardship and use of forests and forest land in a way, and at a rate, that 
maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and their 
potential to fulfil, now and in the future, relevant ecological, economic and social 
functions, at local, national, and global levels, and that does not cause damage to other 
ecosystems.” (ibid p. 43). 
The SFM concept incorporates the administrative, legal, technical, economic, social and 
environmental aspects of conservation and the use of forests, which entail many degrees of 
deliberate human intervention (Food and Agriculture Organisation [FAO], 2013). The key 
thematic components under SFM are identified as the extent of forest resources, biological 
diversity, forest health and vitality, productive functions of forest resources, protective 
functions of forest resources, socio-economic function; and legal, policy and institutional 
arrangements (FAO/ITTO/INAB, 2003). The integrated elements of the SFM concept 
inevitably involve many people who may be identified and categorised based on the nature of 
intervention, and how they can profoundly affect or affected by the implementations of the 
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respective measures. At the management unit level, (Colfer, 1995 p. 4) stated that the human 
dimension pertaining to SFM can be charted based on their proximity to forest, pre-existing 
rights, dependency, local knowledge, forest culture integration and power deficits. He 
indicated the significance of identifying and defining stakeholders to be used by forest 
managers in the development and conservation endeavours (ibid). 
The progress of SFM has taken shape in manifold ways, from international agreements 
towards consensus and coordination, and from the spatial scale of global to management unit 
level (Nilsson & Gluck, 2000). This development has transpired in terms of the level of 
understanding and commitment (of individuals, private sectors and governments), and the 
advancement of the knowledge base, which cover the managerial and technical aspects that 
translate the concept into practice. Kant & Lee (2004 p. 215) indicated that the paradigm of 
SFM has been progressively transforming sustained yield timber management to sustainable 
forest ecosystem management, and changing forest management from ‘management by 
exclusion’ to ‘management by inclusion’ of stakeholder groups. In the International Tropical 
Timber Organisation (ITTO) report on Status of Tropical Forest Management 2011, some key 
findings corresponding to the progress of SFM initiative were identified as the expansion of 
the permanent forest estate (PFE) area managed under the sustainable concept, and the 
increase in areas of certified forest in ITTO producer countries (Blaser et al., 2011 p. 3). Other 
fields of advancement have been the increase of transparency in forestry operations, the 
proliferation of stakeholder participation, and the augmentation of interest in forest 
conservation and SFM at the community level (ibid p. 3). Different countries in the Asia and 
Pacific region have reached distinct stages of development and evolution of forest 
management respectively (FAO, 2005). 
People comprehend and value the forests differently, which can be categorised based on 
livelihood basics, economic security, cultural and social identity and quality of life (Mayers & 
Bass, 2004 p. 9). The components of each value are dynamic, and change over time owing to 
various factors that comprise the alteration in the level of forest resources, scientific 
innovation, education and technology; changes of political power, changes in communication 
and media links; and transformation in the political culture, national development and 
individual income (ibid p. 11). The SFM policy has been the subject of much debate, 
regarding its definition, the ambiguity of consensus and the underlying philosophy. These 
frictions have embroiled many people of different background, ranging from the international 
level, to the people on the receiving end of the policy at the local level (ibid p. 29). According 
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to (Nilsson & Gluck, 2000), the amalgamation of forestry goals into a common concept of 
SFM has been achieved at the international level, but to accomplish all aspects of 
sustainability at all spatial levels, and at all times is a complicated task that has become the 
platform for conflict among stakeholders in forestry.  
The development of forest management in Malaysia began with an emphasis on economic 
revenue, while the policy on environmental matters was apparently introduced during the 
various phases of the Malaysia’s Plans that demonstrated the growing awareness and concern 
for the environment (Rachagan, 2009). During the recent assessment by ITTO in 2011, 
Malaysia was identified as one of the countries progressing towards SFM, with 50% of its 
areas under natural-forest production of PFE has been certified (Blaser et al., 2011 pp. 3, 
203). Malaysia has developed its own Criteria and Indicators for Forest Management 
Certification (MC&I 2002) for both natural and plantation forest to monitor its progress 
towards the attainment of SFM (MTCC, 2012). The certification initiatives have been driven 
by the market-oriented factors, which include the industry and workers, involvement of the 
state and national government, participation of NGOs, and issues associated with indigenous 
peoples’ rights (Shahwahid, 2006 p. 71). Under the Malaysian Criteria and Indicators and 
forest management certification processes, social considerations have emerged, and public 
participation in forest management processes and consultative requirements have been 
recognized. Forest management that was once under the domain of the State Forestry 
Department has been opened up for involvement by other stakeholders including the 
international community and NGOs. The emphasis has also shifted from the issue of 
sustainable timber production towards the goal of multiple-use forests under the SFM 
concept, which encompasses environmental, economic and social factors (ibid pp. 77, 88). 
The implementation of SFM in Sabah has so far been conducted on the conventional basis of 
government ‘top-down’ approach. In former times, the management of the forest was highly 
influenced by social and political elements, with the primary objectives being wood 
production and revenue maximization (Ross, 2001 p. 125). The insufficiency of government 
resources to keep up with logging boom in 1960s, the removal of most of the state’s forest 
land from the SFD’s jurisdiction; the proliferation of annual licences in Commercial Forest 
Reserve and insufficient control of intensive logging, logging sequence; the methods of 
extraction, transport routes; and the intervention of politicians have been among the factors 
influencing forest depletion and formidable environmental problems within the state (ibid pp. 
87-126).  During the period between 1970 and 1996, the virgin forest areas in Sabah dwindled 
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by 90 per cent, which was impacted by the previous government’s timber policy and practice 
that were exploitative in nature (Sabah State Government, 1998). The SFM policy was 
launched in 1997 with the signing of the Sustainable Forest Management Agreement 
(SFMLA) and Long Term Licence Holders (LTL) by 10 organisations from both private and 
corporate sectors. By 2012, the numbers of SFMLA/LTL holders multiplied to 32, with the 
task of managing most of the Commercial Forest Reserves (Class II) in the state. Apart from 
the SFMLA/LTL holders, the state government itself manages 9 Forest Management Units 
(FMUs) that are under the jurisdiction of Sabah Forestry Department [SFD]. The SFM 
concept is enshrined in the Forest Management Plan (FMP) which stipulated the FMU 
holder’s policies, objectives and practices for their respective FMU area. The application of 
Reduced Impact Logging (RIL) system in all Commercial Forest Reserves, rigorous 
supervision, verification and inspection have been implemented to ensure that forest is 
harvested in sustainable manner so as to alleviate severe environmental adversities (SFD, 
2010 pp. 171-190). Monitoring and auditing are conducted by SFD to ensure that the 
SFMLA/LTL holders comply with their SFMLA, FMP, Plantation Development Plan (PDP), 
Agroforestry Development Plan (ADP) and adhere to the pledges in their Annual Work Plan 
(AWP). The instances of the trend of Compliance Certificate
1
 awarded by the SFD to 
SFMLA/LTL holders have increased with only 2 in 2004 to 15 licensees in 2011 (SFD, 2011a 
p. 229). In 2011, the total forest area certified was 864,386 ha with 447,194 ha were fully 
certified, while 417,192 ha were partially certified (ibid p. 235). The Sabah Forestry 
Department has professed the mandatory decree to attain full certification for all forest 
managed by the long term licensees in Sabah by 2014 (SFD, 2010 p. 9).  
The aim of this study is to understand the contemporary implementation of SFM in Sabah in 
relation to stakeholder involvement and their participation in the progress. Overall the 
stakeholder can be referred to “persons, groups, or organizations that must somehow be taken 
into account by leaders, managers, and front-line staff” (Bryson, 2004 p. 3). The experiences 
of SFM implementation in Sabah illustrate the importance of the role of stakeholders in the 
progress of the SFM concept at the management level. However, so far there has been only 
limited study carried out on this topic. The stakeholder may influence the success or failure of 
                                               
1
 The compliance certificate awarded by SFD is based on assessment of a) “Performance  to confirm 
desired outcomes are being achieved by the SFD and SFMLA/LTL holders”; and b)  “Compliance  and  
enforcement  to  confirm  that  the  SFD and  SFMLA/LTL  holders  have  complied  with  the  SFM 
principles  and  SFMLA  conditions;  the  prescriptions  as stated in their FMP, PDP and/or ADP; the 
various activities prescribed  in  their  respective Annual  Work  Plan  (AWP); and the conditions as 
stipulated in the Coupe Permit and Comprehensive Harvesting Plan (CHP)” (SFD, 2011 pp. 228-229). 
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the SFM in practice. Among the identifiable success factors in the progress of SFM 
implementation within the state are commitment, experience and resources of a broad 
community of interest that are elements of the partnership approach. This encompasses 
government, the private sector (SFMLA/LTL holders), local communities and NGOs in all 
aspects of forest management decision making and implementation (SFD, 2011a p. 221). The 
identified impediment for implementation is the concern of financial support required for 
SFM funding, which is massive and beyond the capacity of most of SFMLA/LTL holders 
(SFD, 2010 p. 201; SFD 2011 p. 221). While the stipulated sources of challenge for SFM 
implementation include “the complexity of problems, understanding the dynamics of nature 
and developing practical management planning system that respects both the complexity of 
the problem and the dynamics of nature” (SFD 2011 p. 235). 
The implementation of SFM concept by the FMU holders at the management level is mainly 
associated with the business of managing the forest with the aim to maintain and enhance 
their economic, social and environmental values for the benefits of present and future 
generations. The concept of sustainable development is transposed to the business level as 
‘corporate sustainability’, which is defined as “…meeting the needs of a firm’s direct and 
indirect stakeholders such as shareholders, employees, clients, pressure groups and  
communities; without compromising its ability to meet the needs of future stakeholders...” 
(Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002 p. 131). Freeman, Harrison, Wicks, Parmar, and Colle, (2010 p. 
24) stated the business as a set of relationships among groups which have a stake in the 
activities that make up the business. The stakeholder concept as a theory about how business 
works, has evolved to address the problems of understanding and to manage a business; 
putting together thinking about the question of ethics, responsibility, and sustainability, and 
understanding the problem of the managerial mind set (ibid p. 29). The approach for this 
study is based upon a combination of ‘business case’ for corporate sustainability (Dyllick & 
Hockerts, 2002), the “triple perspective of stakeholder theory” (Steurer, 2006) and 
stakeholder analysis, which accommodates for a broad view of human interrelation ranging 
from conceptual, corporate and stakeholder centric of the stakeholder theory. As indicated by 
(Welp et al., 2006 p. 170) knowledge possessed by stakeholders has the potential to facilitate 
a better understanding, to exemplify and analyse global change problems. It is the intention of 
this study to gain understanding on SFM through an examination of the human relationship at 
the management level based on the conceptual, corporate and stakeholder centric point of 
view. 
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1.2 Research Goal, Objectives, Gaps and Research Questions  
1.2.1 Goal  
 
The goal of this study is to understand SFM implementation as a business society-relation and 
to identify how the relations work from different points of view. This is based on the three 
perspectives of stakeholder theory identified as ‘Triple Typology Perspective of Stakeholder 
Theory’ [TPT]. It was introduced by (Steurer, 2006) to approach stakeholder management 
from three thematic perspectives of ‘conceptual, corporate and stakeholder centric’. The 
corporate perspective discusses on how FMU holders as corporate part of SFM 
implementation address stakeholders; the stakeholder perspective analyses the relationship 
between stakeholders and FMU holders, while the conceptual perspective explores the SFM 
concept and how it relates to the FMU holder – stakeholder interaction at the FMU level. 
1.2.2 Objectives  
   
The general objective of this study is to advance knowledge and understanding of the 
interrelation between corporate and stakeholders who are involved in the implementation of 
the SFM concept at the FMU level. The specific objectives of the study are as follows; 
 
1. To understand stakeholder management under the SFM concept from the different 
perspectives of conceptual, corporate and stakeholder centric points of view.  
2. To  explore  and  identify  the  stakeholders  under  the  SFM concept, which 
include the  categorization and differentiation  of  the different stakeholders. 
3. To explore and explain distinct arrangements of stakeholders who are involved in 
the SFM implementation. 
4. To compare and categorise the stakeholders’ perception and behaviour towards the 
contemporary implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
5. To investigate and compare distinct approaches of stakeholder relation 
management by the different FMU holders and stakeholders.  
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1.2.3 Research Gaps   
 
The forestry sector in Sabah has witnessed several stages of development during the 
implementation phase of the SFM concept in all forest reserves in the state. Forest depletion 
and degradation in the past have been affected by a number of factors namely timber 
harvesting, land-use changes, political uncertainty and poor governance (SFD, n.d p. 11). 
Timber harvesting has been the backbone of the state economy and supports the state 
development, but the “lack of consideration of the long-term impact" has led to negative 
effects on “forest ecosystem and all who depend on them" (ibid, p 6). The land-use changes 
for agriculture that were introduced to diversify the state economy and  to enhance the 
livelihoods of the people have converted forest areas into farmland and “caused the greatest 
loss of biodiversity in Sabah”; while political uncertainty and poor governance have led to 
“forest encroachment, illegal logging, forest degradation and overwhelming and opaque 
bureaucracy” (ibid, p 11).  With this historical background, the Sustainable Forest 
Management policy was introduced in all forest reserves in 1997. Several constraints under 
the implementation as indicated by (UNDP, 2008 p.15) are related to the high operational 
cost,  a lack of trained and skilled workers, the presence of local communities in SFM licence 
areas and the demand from wood processing industries. 
Many papers reporting the experience of undertaking the SFM concept in the state have been 
published. Some related topics were the technical part of management planning concepts of 
the SFM implementation (Kleine & Heuveldop, 1993), Reduced Impact Logging techniques 
(Lagan, Mannan, & Matsubayashi, 2007; Lee, Mohammad, & Chung, 2003), land use and 
policies (McMorrow & Talip, 2001),  timber market and forest certification (Mannan et al., 
2002; Kollert & Lagan, 2007), biodiversity conservation (Lee et al., 2003; Edward et al., 
2012) and forest tenureship and its implication for livelihood communities in Sabah (Toh & 
Grace, 2006). The overall progress of the initiatives and impacts of SFM implementation in 
the state is reported and published annually by the Sabah Forestry Department. The approach 
to integrate community forestry practices into the broader development agenda of the state 
through joint forest management was presented under UNDP project in Mangkuwagu FR 
(UNDP, 2008). The available information regarding the successes and lessons learnt from the 
SFM implementation is mostly biased towards the government point of view and concentrates 
largely on the technical success story of the implementation (e.g. Duc et al., 2012; Tay & 
Chong, 2005). Most of the SFM literature available is confined to the state managed forest 
such as the Deramakot and Ulu Segama Malua Sustainable Forest Management model. While 
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the current trend of literature study on SFM implementation in the state focuses more on the 
technical part, which includes the impact on the environment, biodiversity, socio-economic 
trends and the local community, a comprehensive study on the managerial and human part of 
the SFM implementation is still lacking. The areas yet to be studied include human 
intervention and the interrelation of corporate management and stakeholders involved during 
the process and implementation of SFM concept.  
The SFM concept is dynamic and the success of its implementation is governed by many 
factors. The principal and technical aspect of the concept has been developed overtime with 
the involvement of various parties including local and international experts and organizations.  
Current scenarios show that some FMUs within the state have been certified with forest 
certification and most of the others have received a compliance certificate from the Sabah 
Forestry Department (SFD, 2010; SFD 2011b). Departmental records indicated that the 
weakest performance indicator for compliance reports during auditing
2
 of FMU areas were 
confined to the social aspect of ‘Dispute Resolution Process’ and ‘Worker Safety and Health’ 
under ‘Forest Operation’ criteria (SFD, 2010; SFD, 2011b p. 233). One of the explanations 
given was the lack of relations and mechanisms for corporate-stakeholder communication as a 
means of solving or discussing matters pertaining to SFM implementation involving both 
parties (SFD, 2010 p. 209). This indicates that a research study on corporate-stakeholder 
relationship under the SFM implementation is still of great necessity. This study is, therefore, 
intended to present an evaluation of the relationship involving the corporate (FMU holder) – 
stakeholders with their environment under the SFM concept from the different perspectives of 
conceptual, corporate and stakeholders centric. 
1.2.4 Research Questions 
 
This study is intended to fill the research gap based on the following research questions.  
1. How the inter-relationship between corporations and stakeholders under the SFM 
concepts can be explained?  
2. How the different arrangements of stakeholders involved in SFM implementation can 
be explained?  
                                               
2
 The auditing is conducted based on TLAS-SFMLA standard audit criteria under the Malaysia-EU-
FLEGT Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA) in year 2009-2011 (SFD, 2010; SFD 2011b). 
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3. Who are the stakeholders of SFM implementation from the different perspectives of 
conceptual, corporate and stakeholders centric? How they can be categorized and 
differentiated? 
4. What are the stakeholders’ main concerns and interests with regard to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level?  
5. How the various stakeholders perceive SFM goals and the issues pertaining to its 
current implementation at the FMU level?   
6. How the different stakeholders of the FMU holders can be prioritized?  
7. What are the instruments and approaches towards stakeholder relation management 
from both corporate and stakeholders’ point of view? 
1.3 Theoretical Approach and Conceptual Framework 
 
The stakeholder theory was employed in order to study the conceptual centric of SFM 
implementation, and the relationship between stakeholder and corporate entities involved in 
the SFM concept. The stakeholder theory identified by (Freeman et.al, 2010) as, “a 
framework and a set of ideas from which a number of theories can be derived,” (p. 63) and as 
a genre of theory it can be used for a variety of purposes within different disciplines and to 
address different issues (p. 64). It was argued that the stakeholder theories can provide a 
powerful vehicle for the pragmatists injunction to put questions regarding priorities and 
purpose front and centre for organization. The approach to address stakeholder relation 
management is based on the three different thematic of conceptual, corporate and stakeholder 
centric introduced by (Steurer, 2006) in his paper on the “Triple-perspective typology of 
stakeholder theory”, of the three perspective business-society relation. 
The conceptual perspective explores how particular concepts with a moral or theoretical 
ground relate to business–stakeholder interactions or how stakeholder relation management 
relates to a particular concept like common good, federal ethic, business ethics, human rights, 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), environmental protection and Sustainable 
Development (Steurer, 2006 pp. 59, 60). The essential question within the conceptual 
perspective is how the concept relates to stakeholder theory and to what extent the subject 
matters can be advanced by stakeholder relation management, which is dominated by 
fundamental normative explorations (ibid p. 60). The ‘conceptual centric’ equates to what 
(Waddock, 2011) defined as ‘focal entity’ that produces mutual influence during the 
interactive relation with it stakeholders (pp. 196-197). The focal entity in this context refers to 
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the earth ‘Gaia’ and its relationship that involving with the inhabitants. The relationship is 
interactive, influenced, interdependent, interconnected and interrelated. It can be based on 
theories of quantum physics, biological epigenetics, and ecology, which represent multiple 
levels of activities, interaction and influence (ibid p. 197).  
The corporate perspective focuses on how corporations address their stakeholder and 
describes the firm as “a nexus of cooperative and competitive interests possessing intrinsic 
value” (Shankman, 1999 p. 322). Business–stakeholder interactions are often perceived as a 
management issue, with many demands and constraints posed by stakeholders in their 
interactivity and interdependence with the firm (Steurer, 2006; Waddock, 2011). According to 
organisation theorists, the stakeholder theory has developed under the corporate centric with 
the emphasis on stakeholder identification and classification, explanation of stakeholder 
influence and management, and corporate social performance (CSP) with stakeholders (Lim, 
Ahn, & Lee, 2005 p. 831). Waddock (2011 p. 199) states that many corporate sustainability 
programmes that respond to the effect of environmental changes on humanity have provided 
clear indicators of the centrality of life supporting conditions on earth to human survival.  
Under the ‘business case’ for sustainable development, the corporate perspectives seek to find 
how the firms can further their economic sustainability by paying attention to social and 
environmental issues (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002). It is argued that for a corporation to 
become truly sustainable, the manager has to address the ‘natural case’ and ‘societal case’ for 
corporate sustainability. The criterion for corporate sustainability constitutes a firm’s eco-
efficiency and socio-efficiency for the ‘business case’; eco-effectiveness and sufficiency for 
the natural case’; and socio-efficiency and ecological equity for the ‘societal case’ (ibid). 
The stakeholder perspective analyses how stakeholders try to influence corporations (Steurer, 
2006). This involves exploring the status and legitimacy
3
 of particular stakeholder groups, 
developing a typology of stakeholders, analysing the resources and strategies that 
stakeholders use to accomplish their claims and their ensuing level of success (ibid). The 
relationship among focal entity, humanity, and the other living beings and ecosystems of the 
world, including future generations, inherently includes an interaction among these elements 
that make up the relevant stakeholder set, with the interaction that involves responsibilities on 
both sides (Waddock, 2011 p. 197). World Bank (1996) defined stakeholder participation as 
                                               
3
 Suchman  (1995) defines legitimacy as, "a  generalized  perception  or  assumption  that  the actions  
of  an  entity  are  desirable,  proper,  or appropriate  within  some socially  constructed  system  of  
norms,  values,  beliefs,  and  definitions" (1995:  574). 
 
11 
 
‘a process through which stakeholder influence and share control over development initiatives 
and the decision and resources which affects them’, which can enhance the quality of the 
project that could be defined in different ways depending on the project context (as cited in 
Luyet et al., 2012 p. 213). Stakeholder participation enhances the quality of environmental 
decisions by considering further comprehensive information inputs (Reed, 2008 p. 18). 
According to (Steurer, 2006), the ‘Triple Perspectives Typology’ that consists conceptual, 
corporate and stakeholder perspectives is incorporated in the second-order stakeholder 
theories by (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) which distinguish the descriptive, normative and 
instrumental aspect of stakeholder theory. The second-order stakeholder theory that 
emphasizes corporate perspectives, identified the descriptive or empirical aspect, as to 
describe or explain moral or philosophical guidelines for the operation and management of 
corporations; while the instrumental aspect identifying “the connections, or lack of 
connections, between stakeholder management and the achievement of traditional corporate 
objectives” (Steurer, 2006 p. 57). In the instrumental stakeholder theory, the role of 
management is seen as to achieving a balance between the interests of all stakeholders to 
ensure survival of the firm or the achievement of other performance goals (Shankman, 1999 
p. 322). 
Under the theoretical framework, the approach based on three perspectives of conceptual, 
corporate and stakeholder centric was used to study the relationship between the FMU holders 
(corporate) and stakeholders involved under the SFM concept. SFM as the ‘conceptual 
centric’ of the study, deliberates the normative human intervention towards the sustainability 
of the economy, social and environmental aspects of conservation, and the use of forests and 
also covers the topic of administrative, legal and  technical (FAO, 2013). The ‘corporate 
centric’ refers to the FMU holders that manage the forest under SFM principles; while the 
‘stakeholder centric’ is confined to many stakeholders who directly or indirectly affected or 
can affect SFM in practised. 
Understanding SFM implementation as a business-society relationship is to identify how the 
relations work from the different points of view. The corporate perspective deals with 
management issues that implicate business-stakeholder interaction. This view has been the 
argument of the modern stakeholder theory, which advocates the employment of stakeholder 
management practices to secure the corporate objectives (Freeman, 1984). In this study, 
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‘managers
4
’ are confined to the FMU holders who are managing the forest in FMU areas. 
Apart from managing the FMU based on agreement, guidance and prescription of SFM 
principles, the FMU holder as the ‘corporate centric’ are also dealing with stakeholders, those 
‘who can affect or are affected’ by the SFM implementation on the ground.  The assessment 
of how the FMU holders address their stakeholders is discussed under this concept. 
The stakeholder centric focuses on those described by (Freeman, 1984), as groups and 
individuals who can affect or be affected by the decision or action. There are many different 
opinions that have evolved to define stakeholders from different perspectives (Reed et al., 
2009 p. 1934).  The stakeholder relationship encompasses a variety of concerns including 
finance, employments, livelihood, and the benefits of product and services, and the 
relationship associated with moral elements of responsibility, fairness, transparency, 
commitment and other values (Freeman et al., 2010). The output or result of the relationship 
can be negative or positive towards the stakeholders.  The normative and instrumental part of 
the corporate-stakeholder interrelation are identified and discussed under ‘stakeholder relation 
management’, as tools with which to integrate and to balance the issues relating to SFM 
implementation at the management level.  The interrelation of the three concepts of corporate, 
conceptual and stakeholder centric and their relationship with the approaches for stakeholder 
relation management under the framework are shown in Figure 1. 
1.3.1 Conceptual Centric 
 
The ‘conceptual centric’ under this study is related to the overall SFM policy introduced in 
the state of Sabah. The emphasis under this concept was to comprehend the overall 
organization and implementation of SFM concept and its interrelation with corporate-
stakeholder at the FMU level. Steurer et al. (2005) and Steurer (2006) stated that the 
conceptual perspective is associated with “how the concept itself relates to stakeholder theory 
and to what extent its (normative) content is or can be advanced by stakeholder relation 
management”. Mitchell, Agle, & Wood (1997 pp. 857) argued that it is necessary to 
understand a firm’s stakeholder environment, to identify the stakeholder legitimacy as one of 
the essential attribute of stakeholder salience to managers.  Under this context, documentation 
of legal, technical and operational guidelines including the Forest Principles, the State Forest  
                                               
4
 Forest manager under the MC&I (Natural Forest) is identified as, “the people responsible for the 
operational management of the forest resource and of the enterprise, as well as the management 
system and structure, and the planning and field operations.” (MTCC, 2012). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of Study 
Source: Author’s construct based on (Lintangah & Weber, 2012; Steurer, 2006; Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002) 
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Policy; the Sabah Forest Enactment 1968 and the Sustainable Forest Management License 
Agreement were referred in order to comprehend the SFM concept in practice. Identification 
and categorisation of static stakeholders was done based on the main normative 
documentation. How FMU holders and stakeholders perceive various goals and matters 
related to SFM implementation and the approaches undertaken in advancing SFM goals were 
identified. 
1.3.2 Corporate Centric 
 
The study on ‘corporate centric’ concentrates on the managerial aspect of SFM, how 
corporations interact with stakeholders in order to secure important resources (Steurer, 2006 
p. 57). In this context, it is associated with SFM interpretation and implementation by the 
FMU holders, its relationship with stakeholders, and the approach towards stakeholder 
relation management at the FMU level. Under this concept, four SFMLA holders were 
selected as case studies, which represent different arrangements in term of SFM objectives 
and institutional backgrounds. These comprised FMU managed directly by the state 
government under SFD, two FMUs managed under private companies, and one FMU 
managed under the State Enterprise
5
 of Yayasan Sabah, a commercial arm of the state 
government. The compositions of dynamic
6
 stakeholders under different FMUs were 
analysed. This includes the combination of analytical and reconstructive approaches to 
identify and categorise stakeholders based on their legitimacy and power. The normative 
approaches towards stakeholder relation management of the different FMU holders were 
investigated in their respective FMU. 
1.3.3 Stakeholder Centric 
 
The study on stakeholder centric is related to stakeholder behaviour and understanding 
towards the current implementation of SFM at the FMU level. This is also associated with the 
approach used by the stakeholders, to accomplish their claims and the ensuing level of success 
(Steurer, 2006). The MC&I (Natural Forest) identified stakeholder as follows; 
                                               
5
 State Enterprise is also known as semi government which referring to Yayasan Sabah or Sabah 
Foundation 
6
 Dynamic stakeholder is referring to active stakeholders that can move into different position of 
salience (latent, expectant or potential) “depending on their attributed possession of power, legitimacy, 
and/or urgency”. The attribute of urgency determines the dynamic stakeholder, which depends on time 
sensitive nature and the important or critical of relation and claim to stakeholder (Mitchell, Agle, & 
Wood, 1997). 
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“...Individuals and organisations with a legitimate interest in the goods and services 
provided by an FMU; and those with an interest in the environmental and social 
effects of an FMU’s activities, products and services. They include: those individuals 
and organisations which exercise statutory environmental control over the FMU; local 
people; employees; investors and insurers; customers and consumers; environmental 
interest and consumer groups and the general public.” (MTCC, 2012 p. 52). 
In this study, stakeholders were grouped into two categories.  The first group consists of ‘local 
communities’
7
 who live within or on the fringe of FMU areas and the second group was 
categorised as ‘multi-interest stakeholder group’. The stakeholder groups are considered as 
one particular stakeholder and, therefore, the term stakeholder participation is used (Luyet et 
al., 2012; Reed, 2008). This encompasses various institutions who are directly or indirectly 
involved with SFM implementation at different levels within the state. An indication of the 
stakeholders’ involvement, interrelation, experience and perception towards SFM 
implementation at the FMU levels was acquired through the stakeholder analysis approach. 
The stakeholder participation, defined as “a process where individuals, groups and 
organisations choose to take an active role in making decisions that affect them” (Reed, 2008 
p. 5), was also investigated from the stakeholder point of view.  
1.3.4 Stakeholder Relation Management 
 
Stakeholder relation management is related to how the FMU holders and stakeholders manage 
their relationship to achieve their interests and claims under the SFM implementation. 
According to (Fassin, 2008 p. 113), stakeholder management has become an essential tool to 
transfer ethics to management practice and strategy. The ‘ethical responsible management’, 
described as a management decision-making that includes cautious consideration to 
stockholders and general stakeholders in the decision making process (Goodpaster, 1990 p. 
53). The effective relationship management can be achieved through stakeholder analyses, 
which,  “can help frame issues that are solvable in ways that are technically feasible and 
politically acceptable and advance common good” (Bryson, 2004 p.21). It therefore can  
improve an organization’s performance in many ways including through change in the 
organization’s externally imposed mandates, funding sources, decision making protocols, or 
                                               
7
 Local communities are defined under MC&I (Natural Forest) as  “permanent  or  stable  human  
communities  who  rely  on  the  forest  resources  and  ecosystems,  are  having  their  own  rules,  
cultural  norms  and expectations, are living in or adjacent to the FMU, and are affected by forest 
management operations conducted within the FMU.” (MTCC, 2012 p. 51.). 
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accountability mechanisms (ibid p. 7).  Grimble (1998), defined stakeholder analysis as “a 
methodology for gaining an understanding of a system, and for assessing the impact of 
changes to that system, by means of identifying the key stakeholders and assessing their 
respective interests” (p. 1).  
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Sustainable Development 
 
The record on interaction between human and nature has been established since ancient times. 
In the bible of the Judeo–Christian religions, for example, “humankind” was given the 
mandate “to govern and cultivate” the land and all the resources on the earth. In the 
assessment of the world’s forests (FAO 2010 p.27), it is stated that close to two-thirds of the 
world’s forests show clear signs of prior intervention by humans who have modified the 
characteristics and species composition for thousands of years to suit their needs. (Nilsson, et 
al., 2011), indicates that the forest consists not only of physical entities, but also embodies 
strong symbolic and cultural value that allows for different perceptions of forest and woods 
within and between societies.  
The importance of the forest for humankind can be explained along different perspectives. 
According to (FAO, 2010), forests provide employment and livelihoods for a large proportion 
of the population, particularly in developing countries. In (Siry, Cubbage, & Ahmed, 2005 p. 
554), it is stated, “There are people who live in the forest and depend on it for their entire 
livelihood.” It is estimated that about 350 million of people who live inside or on the fringe of 
forest are dependent on these areas for subsistence and income, with  an  assumed range  of  
60  million  to  200  million  indigenous  people  who are  almost  entirely  reliant  upon the 
forests for their subsistence and survival (FAO, 2012 p. 27; Chao, 2012 p. 7). Rennolls & 
Reynolds (2007) indicated that the forest is one of the main repositories of global biodiversity, 
a major carbon sink and provides a vast range of both timber and non-timber products for 
people residing in both developed and developing nations. According to (Wang & Wilson, 
2007 p. 474), the plurality of SFM reflects the expansion of society’s recognition of the 
diverse forest value and the increased number of stakeholders participating in forest 
management decision-making processes. The concepts of ‘sustainable development’ and 
‘sustainable forest management’ have evolved out of the increasing public awareness on the 
present state of the earth and its resources from the global-scale perspective. These two 
concepts have advanced the contemporary integration of development, environment and 
society.    
There have been different definitions given to the sustainable development concept since it 
was introduced. According to Arts (1994), the concept of ‘sustainable development’ first 
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appeared in the 1980 World Conservation Strategy (WCS) of IUCN, UNEP and WWF with a 
meaning that was mainly conservation oriented (as cited in Arts & Buizer, 2009, p. 344). 
Jenkins (2010 p. 381) indicated that the idea of sustainability came to public attention after a 
1972 report of ‘Limits to Growth’ issued by the international think tank Club of Rome. The 
term became popular after 1987 with the publication of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development (WCED) of Our Common Future or also referred to as 
“Brundtland Report” (Arts & Buizer, 2009). In this report, sustainable development was 
defined as, “Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their needs and aspirations,” (WCED, 1987 p. 37). 
Steurer et al. (2005) stated that the Brundtland Report characterised sustainable development 
as an integrative concept aiming to balance environmental and economic issues in a mutually 
beneficial way with its conceptual depth of macroeconomic, microeconomic and individual 
level. The Agenda 21 of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED) introduced the concept of sustainable development that integrates the environment 
and development concerns so as to fulfil human basic needs and improve living standards 
with safer ecosystems, benefiting both current and future generations. 
 “...Integration of environment and development concerns and greater attention to 
[human] will lead to the fulfilment of basic needs, improved living standards for all, 
better protected and managed ecosystems and a safer, more prosperous future. No 
nation can achieve this on its own, but together we can in a global partnership for 
sustainable development.” (UNCED, 1992a p. 2) 
The idea of sustainable development illustrated in Daly Triangle (Figure 2) by economist 
Hermann Daly (1973) was explained on the basis of human economy resting from the 
foundation of natural resources (ultimate mean); the natural capital of this ultimate mean 
converted through technology to intermediate means that comprise building capital and 
human capital; and the outputs are the intermediate ends of human capital and social capital, 
which are the instruments to achieve the ultimate ends of human well-being (Meadows, 1998 
pp. 41-43). The concept of sustainable development has been accepted worldwide; in many 
sectors that include the forestry sector. Arts & Buizer (2009 p. 344) stated that governments, 
business and the environmental movement had welcomed the concept due to the fact that it 
integrated economy and ecology through the application of environmental technology, 
economic growth, environmental performance and the conservation of natural resources, with 
the messages of ‘producing more with less’ and the belief in ‘win-win option’ as among the 
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core assumptions of the sustainable development discourse. They indicated that the 
sustainable development concept was recognized and accepted in the forest sector as it has 
mobilized stakeholders that had previously been opponents such as loggers, wood processors, 
timber traders, nature conservationist, rich consumer countries and poor producing countries, 
and has integrated the use of resources and conservation of biodiversity  (ibid p. 344).  
 
Figure 2: The Daly Triangle of Sustainable Development.  
Source: Reproduced from (Daly 1973 in Meadows, 1998 p. 42), Indicators and Information 
Systems for Sustainable Development.  A Report to the Balaton Group. Hartland. Copyright 
1998 by The Sustainability Institute.  
 
2.2 Sustainable Forest Management 
 
According to Gow (1988) as cited in Salam & Noguchi (2006), the potential of local people to 
influence and control their future on a long-term basis can be increased through sustainable 
development of forests, which include strengthening capacity, supporting equity and fostering 
empowerment. The multidimensional complexity of SFM as used within the international 
forest policy context is expressed in the UNCED ‘Forest Principles,’ the ITTO or the 
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Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE) definition 
(Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003 p. 89). The Forest Principles of (UNCED, 1992b) states;  
“Forest resources and forest lands should be sustainably managed to meet the social, 
economic, ecological, cultural and spiritual needs of present and future generations.” 
(p. 2)  
The concept of ‘sustainable’ has a long history of practice in forestry. Based on (Birnbacher 
and Schicha, 1996 and Kirchgassner, 1997) as cited in  (Steurer et al., 2005),  the concept 
appeared in German forestry in the 17th century as an idea, and legal constraint, on cutting 
timber in a responsible and sustainable way by cutting trees at a rate, which enabled forests to 
renew themselves over time. The formulated concept was known as the  
‘Nachhaltigkeitsprinzip’  elaborated  in  forestry  as  the  principle  of  ‘sustained  yield’ 
(Peters  and Wiebecke, 1983) as cited in (Wiersum, 1995, p. 322).  The principle was 
identified as the ‘focal point  of  faith  in  forest  management’  by (Duerr  and Duerr  1975)  
and  ‘one  of  the  main  forestry  doctrines’ by (Glück, 1987), as cited in Wiersum, 1995, p. 
322). Wiersum (1990) defined the principle as, ‘the  need  to  maintain  the productive 
capacity  and ecological  integrity  of forests,  the  need  to  ensure  an  equitable  distribution 
of  forest  management  inputs  and  outputs,  and  the need  to  arrange  for  such  external  
conditions  that forest  managers  are  able  to  sustain  these  management practices,’ as cited 
in  (Wiersum, 1995, p. 323). There are four major interdependent forest functions that are 
believed to be important in sustainable forest development. These include the conservation of 
forest ecosystems, the protection of soil and climate, the production of timber and other 
products, and the provision of recreational and other social and cultural amenities (Gamborg 
& Larsen, 2003 pp. 565-566). The concept of sustainable forest management has been 
influenced by the experience of the past, the current and future threat of the forest for forest 
conversion and degradation, and the influence of increasing human needs. The Agenda 21 of 
(UNCED, 1992a) states comprehensively on the prominence of sustainable forest 
management as follows. 
“The present situation calls for urgent and consistent action for conserving and 
sustaining forest resources. The greening of suitable areas, in all its component 
activities, is an effective way of increasing public awareness and participation in 
protecting and managing forest resources. It should include the consideration of land 
 
21 
 
use and tenure patterns and local needs and should spell out and clarify the specific 
objectives of the different types of greening activities.” (p. 94). 
The concept of sustainability is dynamic. As indicated by (Nilsson, 2001b), “The 
sustainability concept is going, and will continue to go, through an evolving process over time 
due to changing societal values, changing socioeconomic conditions and changing political 
realities, etc.” Based on (Putz, 1994 p. 5), sustainable forest management programmes should 
be carried out in ways that reflect local, regional, and national priorities. People are key actors 
in the social-ecological system and disregard for local claims and needs has resulted in the 
failure of many forestry projects (Putz, 1994; Vanhanen et al., 2010). To secure sustainable 
forest management, it must be comprehended that sustainable forestry is more an issue of 
human behaviour than an issue of trees and forests (Nilsson, 2001). How to build consensus 
among all stakeholders surrounding the issues of sustainability is one of the primary 
challenges facing the resource-based projects (Appiah, 2013 p. 37). The fundamental 
differences in visions on the forest, for example, have resulted in the failure of international 
negotiations for an international legally binding forest treaty (Arts, 2002; Lebel et al., 2004).  
2.2.1 Instruments for SFM Implementation 
 
The concept of SFM covers the most important aspects in relation to forests and their 
management, having been principally drawn up by governmental representatives, 
international forest policy makers, and in consultation with international environmental NGOs 
(Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). Some important areas of progress are the inauguration of the 
International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO), the adoption of ‘Forest Principles’ during 
the Earth Summit in 1992 and the government agreement on sustainable use of forests, such 
as in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the United Nations Forum on Forests 
(UNFF) (Visseren-Hamakers & Glasbergen, 2007). The principal focus of the UN forest-
related forums has been to device the aims of the ‘Earth Summit’ through promoting 
Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) (UNFF, 2007). In 2006, the UN Forum on forest 
reached an agreement on the future direction of international forest policy with four global 
objectives to curb deforestation and to achieve the internationally agreed development goals. 
These included addressing the loss of forest cover and forest degradation, forest-based 
economic, social and environmental benefits and protecting forests, and as well mobilizing 
financial resources for the implementation of sustainable forest management (UNFF, 2006). 
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The ‘Three Dimensions of Thinking about Sustainability’ by (Nilsson & Gluck, 2000), states 
that the evaluation of sustainability considers the impact of management activities equally 
across the human welfare aspects of the economy, social issues and environment. This 
involves the criteria that not only consider local current time scales, but also spans across 
management scales (international, regional, local) and temporal (annual, mid- and long-term) 
(ibid). The seven common global applicable thematic criteria for SFM which define 
‘sustainable’ or ‘good’ forest management are identified as the extent of forest resources, 
forest health and vitality, productive function of forests, biological diversity, protective 
functions of forests, socio-economic benefits and needs, and legal, policy and institutional 
framework (FAO/ITTO/INAB, 2003; Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). Apart from the 
conventional government approach that has been devised for forest management and planning 
the three main instruments widely known as vehicles for SFM implementation are the 
National Forest Programme, Forest Criteria and Indicator and Forest Certification. 
National policy and the legal framework relating to forests constitute the basis for sustainable 
forest management (FAO, 2010). Wiersum (1995 p. 325), states that there has been increased 
and diversification of norms under the SFM concept which resulted in the difficulty of 
developing consistent forest management practices. The diversity of value systems and 
domain assumptions are more society-based rather than intrinsic to forestry science, thus 
political discussion, rather than scientific route, is to be favoured in order to balance the 
different values embedded within the concept (ibid p. 327). National forest programmes 
(NFPs) is known as a policy tool for achieving sustainable forest management in the Agenda 
21 of the Environment and Development Conference in 1992. Its recognition implies 
increased significance of participation in the preparation and implementation of the forest 
policy programme (Primmer & Kyllonen, 2006 p. 839). According to (FAO, 2010 p. 150), 
there has been an increase in the number of countries that have agreed to and committed to 
use NFPs as a comprehensive framework to develop and implement their forest policies. In 
the recent assessment of the world forests, it was reported that about 75 per cent of the 
world’s total forest area is covered with a national forest program, characterised by 
participatory processes in the development and implementation of forest-related policies and 
international commitments at the national level (ibid p. 150). 
Criteria and indicators (C&I) are tools which can be used to describe, implement and monitor 
sustainable forest management both at national and at the forest level (FAO, 1998). “Criteria 
are a set of core values, while indicators are a set of core data” (Nilsson, 2001a p.5). 
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Rametsteiner & Simula (2003 p. 87), state that the C&I were developed for the national level 
to describe and monitor status and trends in forests and forest management, which also 
provide an intrinsic reference for forest certification standards, and set performance targets to 
be applied to a defined area. FAO (1998) and ITTO (2005 p. 35) defined the criteria as, “The 
essential factors of forest management against which forest sustainability may be assessed.” 
The Malaysian Criteria and Indicators identified the criteria as a means of judging whether or 
not a principle has been fulfilled. According to FAO (1998), “Each criterion relates to a key 
management factor which can be described by one or more qualitative, quantitative or 
descriptive indicators”. The indicator is defined as, “A quantitative, qualitative or descriptive 
attribute that, when measured or monitored periodically, indicates the direction of change in a 
criterion" (FAO, 1998; ITTO 2005 p. 35; MC&I, 2012 p. 47).  The FAO (1998) asserted that 
“Through measurement and monitoring of selected indicators, the effects of forest 
management action, or inaction, can be assessed and evaluated and action adjusted to ensuring 
that forest management objectives are more likely to be achieved”. Criteria and indicators can 
be used to collect and organise information in a manner that is useful in conceptualising, 
evaluating, communicating and implementing sustainable forest management (Purnomo, 
Mendoza, & Prabhu, 2005). 
According to (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003 p. 87), forest certification has been introduced in 
the early 1990s to address concerns of deforestation and forest degradation and to promote the 
maintenance of biological diversity, especially in the tropics and also to deal with diverging 
values of different stakeholders, including all the important aspects of forests for economic, 
environmental, social, cultural and biodiversity maintenance. It was initially pushed by 
environmental groups and shares the aim of promoting SFM with the criteria and indicators 
for SFM. Muthoo (2012) states that forest certification was a soft policy instrument that seeks 
to use assessments of forest management, the verification of legality, chains of custody, eco 
labelling and trademarks to promote the sustainable management, conservation and 
development of forests in a holistic manner without compromising the rights, resources or 
requirements of present and future generations (p.17).  
“[Forest certification] aims to encourage ethical trade and commerce and improve 
market access through the economically viable, environmentally appropriate and 
socially beneficial management of trees, forests and related renewable resources...a 
pragmatic instrument for harnessing market forces, public opinion and civil society in 
support of sustainable forest management (SFM).” (ibid p. 17). 
 
24 
 
Both the C&I and forest management certification are complementary approaches to 
understanding and advancing SFM, of which C&I provide a framework for gathering and 
presenting data on forest conditions at varying scales while forest certification focused on the 
implementation at the FMU level (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003 p. 97). The independent 
audits under the C&I, and certification programmes have become an incentive for improving 
forest management by increasing awareness and disseminating information on the SFM 
concept and also have provided an instrument for other applications such as verifying carbon 
sinks (ibid p. 87). 
2.2.2 SFM and Stakeholder Participation 
 
Human intervention and interaction under the sustainable forest management concept remain 
the focal factors towards the anticipated progress during its implementation. The stakeholder 
identification, consultation and participation processes, were recognized as the central aspect 
of SFM (Bass, 2001). According to (Vanhanen et al., 2010 pp. 201-222), the forest 
stakeholders are people that depend directly on forests or participate in their management, 
such as forest communities, forest managers and companies, conservationists, forest policy 
makers, development organisations, and scientists. They are facing the challenges related to 
understanding vulnerability, identifying adaptation options, and implementing adaptation with 
the changing of economic, social, global political environments and adaptation to climate 
change. Forest stakeholders are concerned and continuously have to deal with the questions of 
how the forests should look, what kind of products, services and experience it should be able 
to provide, and what functions the forest should  perform (Gamborg & Larsen, 2003 p. 559). 
Liu et al. (2005) indicate the important paradigm shift in forest resource management in Asia 
in the last two decades which was from costly and often inefficient state control towards 
systems in which local people play a much more active role. The reforms increased 
participation of principal stakeholders in the decision making around forest management and 
benefits by granting essential rights to local authorities and reconstituting relations between 
the central government and forest communities (Liu et al., 2005).  
Participation is an important aspect of SFM, primarily the policy processes that determine the 
effectiveness of the policy based on the stakeholder commitment (Kangas et al., 2010 p. 213). 
Reed et al. (2009 p. 1933) state that public participation had been becoming increasingly 
embedded in national and international environmental policy, as decision makers recognise 
the need to understand stakeholders who affected by the decisions and actions they take, and 
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those who have the power to influence their outcome. The relationship between development 
and participation were extensively used in the non-binding Forest Principles and Chapter 11 
of Agenda 21 (FAO, 2010) with the topics or sub-topics that inter-related with participation 
include the use of terms of ‘empowerment’, ‘partnerships’, ‘cooperation’, ‘popular 
participation’, ‘sharing’, ‘network’, ‘integration’, ‘involvement’, ‘coordination’ and 
‘collaboration’. In promoting participation in the forest management-related activities, 
Chapter 11.3 (b) of Agenda 21 stated; 
“Promoting participation of the private sector, labour unions, rural cooperatives, local 
communities, indigenous people, youth, women, user groups and non - governmental 
organizations in forest-related activities, and access to information and training 
programmes within the national context,” (p. 92) 
Primmer & Kyllonen (2006) indicated that the claims for participation were often made in 
terms of democracy. The Brundtland Commission Report combines the concept of sustainable 
development with democratic procedures as a means for achieving legitimacy and compliance 
(WCED, 1987). According to (White, 2000), democracy has dominated the development 
circles, which include the rhetoric of ‘civil society’ and ‘good governance’ at the national 
level and appear as a commitment to ‘participation’ at the programme and project level. SFM 
is not only about the management of the forest for production or protection but also 
maintaining the relationship between people and forest (Parviainen, 2006). A hope for 
sustainability could be possible when there is participation in the development of methods for 
assessing the social and ecological impacts of forestry operations, which encompass various 
stakeholders, including forest managers, timber importers, researchers, and environmentalists 
(Putz, 1994). The links and commitment between sustainable development and the democratic 
process are well documented under the Agenda 21, which clearly indicated that public 
participation was a component of sustainable development (UNCED, 1992; Primmer & 
Kyllonen, 2006). 
2.3 Defining Key Concepts 
2.3.1 Stakeholder Participation Theory 
 
Participation has been highly influenced by theories of development, especially the 
modernization theory that has resulted in the domination of the ‘top-down’ approaches to the 
development in the 1960s (Lane 1995 p. 185). Under the modernization perspective, 
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participation meant involvement by the community in the implementation of a project in order 
to increase the acceptance and efficiency of use (ibid p. 185). Participation represents a move 
away from the global, spatial and top-down strategy that dominated early development 
initiatives towards a locally sensitive methodology (Storey, 1999). According to (Reed, 2008 
p. 17), the participation was developed in part, as a response to the ‘top-down’, science-led 
transfer of technology paradigm and the recognition that everyone needs to be involved in 
development decisions, implementation and benefits. Participation is a process whereby 
individuals, groups and organisations choose to take an active role to influence and shape 
decisions that affect their lives (OECD, 1995; Reed, 2008 p.11). Participation in 
environmental decision-making was regarded as a democratic right and is increasingly being 
used by proliferating environmental interest and pressure groups (Reed, 2008 p. 5). OECD 
(1995) indicated that participatory development was essential for at least two reasons. 
 
“[Participation] strengthens civil society and economy by empowering groups, 
communities and organization to negotiate with institutions and bureaucracies, thus 
influencing public policy and providing a check on the power of government and it 
enhances the efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of development 
programmes.” (p. 8). 
 
There have been distinct typologies developed for participation as to understand the various 
contexts where it is applied. These include the typology based on different degrees of 
participation on a continuum (ladder of participation, wheel of participation), communication 
flow, the theoretical basis (between normative and pragmatic participation) and objectives for 
which participation is used (Reed, 2008 pp. 6-7). The typology by Arnstein and Pretty’s 
indicated the shift in power and control involving authorities and the people or citizens 
(Cornwall, 2008). The role of power is fundamental to the participatory processes that bring 
people to engage in forest management issues, while the forestry agencies are unwilling to 
hand over their control of the resource (Buchya & Hoverman, 2000 p. 16). Visseren-
Hamakers & Glasbergen (2007) indicated that the public and private actors shape the 
governance system through their interactions. People want to participate because they target 
for more control, which eventually could alter relationship arrangements and influence power 
relationships (Buchya & Hoverman, 2000 p.15). Reed (2008 p. 18) argues that stakeholder 
participation needs to be underpinned by a philosophy that emphasises empowerment, equity, 
trust and learning. According to (Bass, 2001), participation in forestry is required where social 
values are concerned in order to ensure forestry standards, objectives and targets are credible; 
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to make use of a broader range of ideas, skill and inputs; to ensure the practicality and focus 
of resulting standards, objectives and targets; and to build a stronger foundation of 
stakeholder trust and accountability.  
2.3.2 Stakeholder Definition 
 
There are many definitions given to the term ‘stakeholder’, which depend on different people 
and purposes. According to (Freeman & McVea, 2001 p. 4), the use of the term 
stakeholder arose out of the pioneering work at Stanford Research Institute (now SRI 
International) in the 1960s. The fundamental definition that was always used and cited was 
the classic definition by (Freeman, 1984) which stated, ‘‘any group or individual who can 
affect, or is affected by, the achievement of the organization’s objectives.’’. This term was 
indicated as the starting point of stakeholder theory (Achterkamp & Vos, 2008 as cited in 
Littau, Jujagiri, & Adlbrecht, 2010 p. 1). Grimble & Willard (1997 p. 15) define stakeholder 
as, “any group of people, organised or unorganised, who share a common interest or stake in a 
particular issue or system; they can be at any level or position in society, from global, national 
and regional interests down to the level of household.”. Littau et al. (2010 p.22) suggest that 
stakeholder could be grouped in three main definitions. They are based on i) the “interest-in” 
or “stake-in” definition group, ii) the “can affect or affected by” definition group, with the 
synonyms for “can affect and affected by” being “able to influence or are influenced by,” or 
“impacted by,” and iii) the third group of definitions that is a combination of these two 
definitions. Some synonyms for stakeholder are ‘project environment’, ‘major participants,’ 
‘key players,’, ‘actors’ and ‘interest groups’ (Littau et al., 2010; Hawkins & NARDTT, 2009). 
Checkland (1981) defines the word “actors” as ‘person who carries out one or more of the 
activities in the system’ (as cited in Ramirez, 1999 p. 102) or those who are active and interact 
with each other (Hawkins & NARDTT, 2009 p. 9). The phrase “interest groups” indicate that 
people can be grouped according to a common interest (ibid p. 9). Stakeholder can also be 
identified as the real stakeholder who includes both the internal and external stakeholder. The 
firm with the internal stakeholders is identified as the management, owners and employees in 
the ‘emergentist’ stakeholder model (Pajunen, 2011 p. 30), while the external stakeholders are 
the ‘stakewatchers’ (pressure groups) who protect the interest of real stakeholders and 
‘stakekeepers’ (regulators) who keeps the stake for stakeholders and imposes regulations and 
constrains (Fassin, 2009 p. 121). Various definitions and characteristics of stakeholders from 
different sources with the focus delineated into the conceptual, corporate and stakeholder 
centric point of view are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Some Selected Stakeholder Characteristics 
Focus  Stakeholder characteristics References based on Laplume 
et al., 2008; Reed, et al., 2009; 
Rowley, 1977) 
Corporate ‘Stockholders’ Friedman 1962 
 ‘Institutional investors’ Ryan & Schneider, 2003 
 ‘Depend on types of transactions’ Nasi, 1995 
 ‘Cooperative and competitive’ Freeman, 1984 
 ‘Advocacy groups and communities of 
practice’ 
Dunham, Freeman, & Liedtka, 
2006 
 ‘Problem owner’ Checkland,1981 
 ‘Risk Barrier’ Clarkson, 1995 
 ‘Perceive by environmentally proactive 
managers’  
Buysse & Verbeke, 2003; 
Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999 
 ‘Property rights’ Donaldson and Preston, 1995 
 ‘Legitimate interest’  (Preston, 1995). 
Stakeholder ‘Anyone with a material interest in the 
firm’ 
Cragg & Greenbaum, 2002 
 ‘Internal and External’ Freeman, 1984, Nasi 1995 
 ‘Primary and secondary stakeholders’ Carol, 1989; Clarkson, 1995 
 ‘Organised or unorganised, who share a 
common interest or stake’ 
Grimble & Willard, 1997 
 ‘Polluters and victims’ Coase, 1960 
 ‘Those who affect (determine) or are 
affected by a decision or action’ 
Freeman, 1984; Grimble & 
Willard, 1997 
 ‘Important and influential’ Freeman, 1984; Brenner & 
Cochran, 1991; Rowley, 1997; 
Rasche & Esser, 2006 
 ‘Active and passive ways’ Grimble & Willard, 1997 
 ‘Instrumental and normative’ Starik, 1995; Hubacek and 
Mauerhofer, 2008 
 ‘Derivative and normative stakeholders’ Phillips, Freeman, & Wicks, 2003 
 ‘Groups with resources and network 
power’ 
Pajunen, 2006 
 ‘Powerful, legitimate, urgent stakeholders’ Agle et al., 1999; Eesley & 
Lenox, 2006; Mitchell, Agle, & 
Wood, 1997; Winn, 2001; Gago 
and Antolin 2004 
 ‘Heterogeneous or ambiguous’ Phillips & Reichart, 2000; Ryan 
& Schneider, 2003; Winn, 2001; 
Wolfe & Putler, 2002 
Conceptual ‘Depends on the moral vision of the 
decision makers and context’  
(Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2005 
 ‘Narrow and broad’ Donaldson and Dunfee, 1999; 
Bowee, 1988; Orts & Strudler, 
2009 
 
 
29 
 
Cont.… Some Selected Stakeholder Types / Characteristics 
Focus  Stakeholder characteristics References based on Laplume 
et al., 2008; Reed, et al., 2009; 
Rowley, 1977) 
Conceptual ‘Gaia (the earth-sun system) ’ and ’the 
cosmos’ 
Friedman and Miles, 2006, 
 ‘Living and non-living entities, mental-
emotional constructs, such as respect for 
past generations or the wellbeing of future 
generations’ 
Starik, 1995; Hubacek and 
Mauerhofer, 2008 
 ‘The natural environment’ Driscoll & Starik, 2004; Phillips 
& Reichart, 2000; Starik,1995 
 ‘God’  Schwartz, 2006 
 ‘Varies by the stakeholder culture’  Jones, Felps, & Bigley, 2007 
 ‘Varies by industry’s politicized framing’ Fineman & Clarke, 1996 
 ‘Varies by organizational life cycle stage’ Jawahar & McLaughlin, 2001 
 ‘Those based on theories of national 
capital investment’ 
Schlossberger, 1994 
Source: Author’s compilation based on (Laplume et al., 2008; Reed, et al., 2009; Rowley, 
1977). 
2.3.3 Stakeholder Theory 
 
Stakeholder theory is “a theory about how business actually does and can work.” (Freeman et 
al., 2010 p. 3). In their book of Stakeholder Theory: The State of The Art, (Freeman et al., 
2010), identified the stakeholder theory as a “framework” with the centrality of the 
stakeholder approach (ibid p. 63). From this idea, a number of theories can be derived as a 
genre of management theory with a commonality across and that functions in an array of 
settings and serves different purposes (ibid p. 64). In (Phillips, Freeman, & Wicks, 2003 pp. 
480-481), the stakeholder theory is mentioned as a moral theory that specifies the obligations 
of companies to their stakeholders, and also a theory of organizational management and 
ethics, which gives attention to the interests and well-being of those who can promote or 
hinder the achievement of the organization's objectives. Freeman et al. (2010 p. 29) indicated 
the main theories that are related to the stakeholder theory approach which include the 
market-based approach of Milton Friedman, the agency theory approach of Michael Jensen, 
the strategic management approach of Michael Porter, the transactions cost theory of Oliver 
Williamson and the entrepreneurial theory. The primary purpose of the stakeholder theory is 
to address three main problems as follows;  
“…understanding and managing a business in the world of the twenty-first century 
(the problem of value creation and trade); putting together thinking about questions of 
ethics, responsibility, and sustainability with the usual economic view of capitalism 
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(the problem of the ethics of capitalism), and understanding what to teach managers 
and students about what it takes to be successful in current business world (the 
problem of managerial mind set).” (ibid p. 29). 
The stakeholder approach was developed out of management practice that was concerned 
with the active management of the business environment, relationships and the promotion of 
shared interests in order to develop business strategies (Fontaine et al., 2006 p. 13). Key 
(1999), states that Freeman (1984) attempted to explain the phenomenon of the relationship of 
the organization to its external environment, and its operation within the environment. 
Fontaine et al. (2006 p. 13), stated that Freeman’s idea of stakeholders, or ‘stakeholder 
management’, or a ‘stakeholder approach’ to strategic management was to demonstrate that 
managers must formulate and implement processes, which satisfy all and only those groups 
who have a stake in the business. This main task is to manage and integrate the relationships 
and interests of shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, communities and other groups 
in a way that guarantees the long-term success to the firm (ibid p. 13). In (Freeman & McVea, 
2001 p. 11), it is indicated that the interests of key stakeholders must be integrated into the 
very purpose of the firm, and stakeholder relationships must be managed in a coherent and 
strategic manner.  
The application of the stakeholder theory involves a variety of disciplines, including law, 
health care, public policy/administration, environmental policy, and business ethics (Freeman 
et al., 2010). The theory was applied not only to the large, publicly held corporation but also 
to other potentially organizational forms such as small or family-owned businesses, privately 
owned interests of any size, partnerships, non-profit and governmental organizations (Phillips, 
Freeman & Wicks, 2003 p. 495; Freeman et al., 2010). Stakeholder theory provides the basis 
for stakeholder identification, classification, and categorization and to understand their 
behaviour (Aaltonen, 2011). 
2.3.4 Second Order Stakeholder Theory 
 
The second-order stakeholder theory of Donaldson and Preston (1995) is a corporate 
perspective on normative, descriptive and instrumental aspects of the stakeholder theory 
(Steurer, 2006).  Donaldson & Preston (1995 p. 70) identifies the ‘descriptive theory’ as 
defining the characteristic and behaviour of the firm, including the natures of the firm, the 
way managers think about managing, the interest of corporate constituencies and how the 
corporations are managed. The ‘descriptive’ aspect is a necessary precursor to normative and 
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instrumental analyses (Reed, et al., 2009 p. 1935). The ‘instrumental’ was used to determine 
the connection or lack of connections between stakeholder management and the attainment of 
traditional corporate objectives; while the ‘normative’ is a theory  that  interprets  the  role  of  
the  corporation,  including  the  identification  of  moral  or  philosophical  guidelines  for  the  
operation  and  management  of corporations (Donaldson & Preston, 1995 p. 71).  
Stuerer (2006) states that the three aspects of the stakeholder theory are clenched within each 
other with the  normative theory as the central core followed by instrumental  aspect, and  the 
descriptive  aspect which presents  and  explains  relationships  that  are  observed  in  the  
outer  environment. In (Fontaine et al., 2006 p. 4), it is indicated that the ‘descriptive 
stakeholder theory’ is concerned with how managers and stakeholders actually behave and 
how they consider their actions and roles. The ‘instrumental stakeholder theory’ is connected 
with how managers act to enrich and work for their interests, and the ‘normative stakeholder’ 
is theory of how managers or stakeholders should act and apprehend goals of organization 
based on some moral principles (ibid p.4).  The nature of the three distinctive aspects can be 
elucidated with the three questions of, “…’What should happen?’ (normative aspect), ‘What 
does happen?’  (descriptive/empirical aspect) and ‘What would happen if?’ (instrumental 
aspect),” (Jones, 1995 p. 406; Steurer, 2006). The managerial implications of the corporate 
perspectives on the theories are the identification of specific stakeholders and their stakes; and 
the role of manager and management function in the stakeholder model (Donaldson & 
Preston, 1995 p.85).  
2.3.5 Third Order Stakeholder Theory 
 
The ‘triple-perspective typology of stakeholder theory’ was introduced by (Steurer, 2006) to 
address the various aspects of business–society relations from different perspectives.  It is a 
diverging way to comprehend the organization in stakeholder terms which has evolved from a 
corporate-centric view. In this concept, the issues of stakeholder management under the 
second order stakeholder theory of normative, descriptive and instrumental aspects are 
deliberated from a corporate, a stakeholder or a conceptual point of view. Steurer presented 
the three dimensions of the theory and the purpose for each aspect as outlined in Table 2. The 
‘corporate perspective’ emphases how corporations deal with stakeholders, the ‘stakeholder 
perspective’ analyses how stakeholders attempt to effect corporations and the ‘conceptual 
perspective’ explores how particular concepts can relate to business–stakeholder interactions 
(Steurer, 2006 p. 55). The conceptual perspective involves the normative explorations of the 
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concepts pursuing the fundamental question of how it relates to stakeholder theory and to 
what extent its (normative) content can be advanced by stakeholder relation management 
(Steurer, 2006 p. 65). The descriptive aspect under this perspective focuses on how companies 
and different stakeholder groups address specific issues (Konrad et al., 2006).  
Table 2: Triple-perspective Typology of Stakeholder Theory 
    Stakeholder Theory Perspectives 
  
 Corporate Stakeholder Conceptual 
S
ta
k
eh
o
ld
er
 T
h
eo
ry
 A
sp
ec
ts
 
N
o
rm
at
iv
e 
Focus Interprets the function 
of the corporation 
regarding the wider 
society and SRM 
Interprets the function 
and legitimacy of 
stakeholders and their 
claims 
Interprets the normative 
characteristic of 
concept X and its 
significance for SRM/ 
stakeholder theory 
FAQ Why and how should 
corporations deal with 
stakeholders? 
What makes 
stakeholders legitimate 
and how should they try 
to accomplish their 
stakes? 
What issues of concept 
X should corporations 
and stakeholders take 
into account? 
D
es
cr
ip
ti
v
e 
Focus Describes corporate 
characteristics and 
behaviours regarding 
stakeholders 
Describes stakeholder 
characteristics and 
behaviours regarding 
corporations 
Describes how 
particular issues of 
concept X play a role in 
SRM/stakeholder 
theory 
FAQ How do corporations 
actually deal with 
stakeholders? 
What do stakeholders 
expect or claim and how 
do they actually try to 
achieve their claims? 
Which issues of 
concept X do 
corporations and/or 
stakeholders take into 
account? 
In
st
ru
m
en
ta
l 
Focus Analyses the 
connection between 
SRM and traditional 
corporate objectives 
Analyses the connection 
between a stakeholder’s 
strategy and its ability to 
meet the stakeholder’s 
claims 
Analyses the 
connection between 
SRM/stakeholder 
theory and the 
realization of concept X 
FAQ How can SRM 
contribute to a 
corporation’s 
performance? 
How can stakeholders 
accomplish their claims 
best? 
To what extent can 
concept X be achieved 
through SRM? 
O
v
er
al
l 
Focus Corporations and 
SRM  
Stakeholders, claims and 
SRM 
Concept X and 
SRM/stakeholder 
theory 
FAQ How do corporations 
relate to stakeholders? 
How do stakeholders 
address corporations? 
How does concept X 
relate to 
SRM/stakeholder 
theory? 
Source: From “Mapping Stakeholder Theory Anew: From the ‘Stakeholder Theory of the 
Firm’ to Three Perspectives on Business–Society Relations” by Steurer, 2006, Business 
Strategy and the Environment 15 (2006) p. 62. 
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In a research on the relation of sustainable development concept to stakeholder relation 
management (Steurer et al., 2005; Konrad et al., 2006), a literature-based framework for the 
corporate level was established as the basis for the survey to understand the issues of 
sustainable development, which were important for corporations and stakeholders. The 
framework was prepared by analysing sustainability reports, which identified common moral 
or theoretical basis under the four dimensions of economic, social, environmental and second-
order requirements such as participation and integration (Konrad et al., 2006).  
The corporate view emphasises how the corporations deal with stakeholders, which is 
associated with the metaphor of, ‘focusing on how the hub (i.e. the corporation) can turn 
faster (i.e. perform better) with the given spokes (i.e. its stakeholders),’ (Rahman and 
Waddock, 2003 p. 9; Steurer, 2006 p. 57). It is connected with the corporate understanding on 
the particular concept involved (e.g. SD), the significance of specific stakeholder groups, and 
SRM through the lens of the corporation (Konrad et al., 2006). The analysis under this 
perspective offer clarity on how the companies deal with stakeholders (descriptive aspect) and 
what are the effects of stakeholder resource management towards the performance of the 
corporation (instrumental aspect) (Steurer, 2006; Konrad et al., 2006). The analysis can be 
done with a combination of literature, report analysis and surveys with outcomes that could 
determine the prominent issues of the concept under study and discover the groups of 
stakeholder that are important to the corporation (Konrad et al., 2006). 
The stakeholder perspective is associated with how to understand stakeholder claims, 
strategies and behaviour from the stakeholder points of view. This could include the 
investigation of stakeholder status and legitimacy, stakeholder identification and the 
developing typology of stakeholders (Steurer, 2006 p. 59). It is prescribing recipes on how 
stakeholders deal with corporations including the study of resources and strategies that 
stakeholders use to secure their claims, and their ensuing level of success (ibid p. 59).  
2.3.6 Other Study associated with Different Perspectives of Conceptual, Corporate and 
Stakeholder Focus 
 
A similar approach to explain and interpret the different perspectives of conceptual, corporate 
and stakeholder has also been used by Harrison and St. John (1994, 1998) and Post et al. 
(2002) as cited in (Freeman et al., 2010). Harrison and St. John integrated the strategic based 
perspectives of Freeman’s model (1984) with variety of other strategic perspectives to 
construct a model that divides the stakeholder environment into three regions. They are the 
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broad environment (society, technology, economy and political/legal); the operating 
environment which consists of external stakeholders that affect the firm (government agencies 
and administration, costumers, activist group, local communities, financial intermediaries, 
unions, competitors and suppliers); and the internal organizations consisting of stakeholders 
with ties to the firm (owners/ board of directors, managers, and employees (Freeman et al., 
2010). Post et al. (2002) as cited in (Freeman et al., 2010) refer the three regions of Harrison 
and St. John as the social, political arena, the industry structure, and the organizational 
resource base. Mayer (2005 p. 4) specifies that the stakeholders in an organization can be 
categorized into three groups. The first group was internal stakeholders who operate entirely 
within the boundaries of the organization (e.g. administration, clerical staff etc.). The second 
group was interface stakeholders who function both internally and externally in relation to 
the organisation (include the board of directors), and the third group is the external 
stakeholder category. The external stakeholder can be sub-divided into those who provide 
inputs to the organisation (supplier, third party payer, etc.), those who compete with the 
organisation, and those with a special interest in how the organisation functions (chamber of 
commerce or economic development organisations) (ibid p. 4). Fassin (2008) identified the 
firm stakeholder as business environment and the conceptual centric as the social political 
arena. Table 3 shows how the related approaches indicate the idea of conceptual, corporate 
and stakeholder perspectives. 
Table 3: Other Approaches Related with Stakeholder Study based on Different Perspectives 
of Conceptual, Corporate and Stakeholder. 
Steurer, 2006 Triple typology 
perspective of 
Stakeholder Theory 
Conceptual Corporate  Stakeholder 
Harrison and 
St John 
(1994, 1998) 
Stakeholder 
Environment / 
resource based view 
The Broad 
Environment  
The 
Organization 
The Operating 
Environment  
Post et. al. 
(2002a) 
Stakeholder 
Management and 
Organizational 
Wealth 
Social Political 
Arena 
The industry 
structure 
 
Organizational 
resource base  
(Mayer, 
2005) 
Stakeholder power 
analysis 
External 
stakeholders 
Internal 
stakeholders 
Interface 
stakeholders  
(Fassin, 
2008) 
Stakeholder view of 
the firm 
Social Political 
Arena 
The firm Business 
Environment 
Source: Own compilation based on Steurer, 2006; Freeman et al., 2010; Mayer, 2005; Fassin, 
2008 
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2.4 Stakeholder Relation Management (SRM) 
 
SRM is a transmission mechanism that communicates the conceptual centric from societal 
groups to the business world (Steurer et al., 2005 p. 265). This stakeholder approach of a 
strategic management process designs the direction of how the firm can affect the 
environment as well as how the environment may affect the firm, which emphasizes active 
management of the business environment, relationships and the promotion of shared interests 
(Freeman & McVea, 2001 p. 10). 
The SFM policy is a government policy that implies some sort of the regulatory force, while 
SRM as a management system like EMAS, ISO 14001, or SA 8000 is applied more or less 
voluntarily by a company’s management (Steurer et al., 2005 p. 264). The SRM means 
corporate activities to deal with societal interaction, which highlight the moderating of 
stakeholder pressure (including government interventions) by strengthening the voluntary part 
of corporate conceptual (SFM) activities. Thereby it can be seen as a mediating concept, 
neither entirely voluntary nor mandatory (ibid p. 264). Other strategies related to SRM are 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), a voluntary management system used by the 
companies to incorporate a variety of social, environmental and economic pressures into their 
business operations and their interaction with their stakeholders (ibid p. 265). Under the 
umbrella of CSR, there are many different ideas, concepts and practical techniques that have 
been developed including corporate social performance, corporate social responsiveness, 
corporate citizenship, corporate governance, corporate accountability, sustainability, triple 
bottom line and corporate social entrepreneurship (Freeman et al., 2010). The common aim of 
these diverse efforts is to broaden the obligations of firms to include more than financial 
considerations (Freeman et al., 2010). The fundamental question of ‘conceptual centric-SRM 
perspective’ is to identify the extent of SFM that can be achieved through SRM (Steurer et al., 
2005). A study of the integration of corporate social performance (CSP) and SFM can provide 
the framework for implementing community-sensitive organizational actions and fostering an 
ethic for the companies’ contribution to SFM, which contain the elements of 
communitarianism, community engagement, mutuality of interests, the common good and 
commerce and citizenship (Pratt, 2003). It was also suggested that corporations should (a) 
emphasize actions that promote for organization-public relationships; (b) integrate indigenous 
cultural practices into production and marketing practices; and (c) adopt a certification 
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process by which forest products are produced and marketed in a sustainable manner, and 
encourage its widespread use domestically (ibid). 
2.5 Stakeholder Analysis 
 
Stakeholder analysis is a part of the decision-making process for stakeholder management. 
There are various terms that refer to the same stakeholder analysis such as “stakeholder power 
analysis” (Mayer, 2005), “social analysis” (Rietbergen-McCracken & Narayan, 1998), 
“stakeholder identification and analysis” (Renard, 2004), and ‘stakeholder analysis and 
stakeholder synthesis’ (Goodpaster et al., 2002). Stakeholder analysis is undertaken at various 
stages during the process of policy, planning, strategy change exercises and organizational 
development efforts (Bryson, 2004 p. 27). It is rooted in  political economy,  but  the term  
was  first used  within  the  area  of  management  science  as  a  method  for  identifying  and 
addressing  the  interests  of  various  stakeholders  in  business (Grimble & Wellard, 1997; 
Brugha & Varvasovszky, 2000). Stakeholder analysis is also associated with independent  
developments  in  decision  theory,  multi-criteria  analysis,  environmental  impact  
assessment,  outcome  measurement,  participatory  appraisal,  social  actor  approaches,  and  
conflict  resolution (Grimble & Wellard, 1997 p. 182). Aaltonen (2011) states that stakeholder 
analysis was a process through which project managers attempt to understand and interpret 
the project’s stakeholder environment in order to be able to determine the right type of action 
concerning different stakeholders.  
Stakeholder analysis is a part of the decision-making process, which involves the initial 
collecting and sorting of information about stakeholders (Goodpaster et al., 2002). Bryson 
(2004 p. 46), identified stakeholder analysis as, “A kind of  art...designed to help public and 
non-profit managers or groups to think and act strategically over the course of a policy or 
strategy change cycle in such a way that good ideas worth implementing can be found and 
implemented.” It is designed to help the managers to figure out the main stakeholders, and 
how to satisfy them, thereby creating shared value and advancing the common good (ibid p. 
9). In (Grimble & Wellard, 1997 p. 175; Grimble, 1998), stakeholder analysis is defined as,  
“A holistic  approach  or  procedure  for  gaining  an understanding  of  a  system,  and  
assessing  the  impact  of  changes  to  that system,  by  means  of  identifying  the  key  actors  
or  stakeholders  and  assessing  their  respective  interests  in  the  system.” The stakeholder 
analysis can develop knowledge of the actors and interest groups by comprehending their 
behaviour, intentions, interrelation, agendas, interest and the impact or resource that can be 
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used to develop strategies for stakeholder management (Brugha & Varvasovszky, 2000 p. 
239). This information may also be used to facilitate the implementation of particular 
decisions or organizational objectives and understand the policy context of and determine the 
feasibility of future policy direction (ibid p. 239). The established guidelines for stakeholder 
analysis as the fundamental element of a structured project stakeholder analysis process 
include stakeholder identification, characterization, and classification based on their attributes 
and interests, and decision making about stakeholder management strategy (Aaltonen, 2011 p. 
167).  
2.5.1 Stakeholder Analysis in Sustainable Forest Management 
 
The development of stakeholder analysis in natural resource management evolved in the 
1990s, arising out of the concern that many policies and projects had failed due to non-
cooperation and opposition from stakeholders (Grimble & Wellard, 1997; Grimble, 1998); 
and also because the stakeholder dynamic was not adequately understood (Reed, et al., 2009 
p. 1935). The relevance of stakeholder analysis for natural resource management, such in the 
implementation of Sustainable Forest Management policies, is characterized by its affect on a 
large number of different stakeholders at local, regional and national levels with different 
agendas and sets of interests. Other features are the multiple uses and users of the forest; sub-
tractability and temporal trade-offs; multiple objectives of natural resources which include 
objectives for economic, social and environmental concerns; unclear or open-access property 
rights; negative externalities; untraded products and services; and poverty and under-
representation (Grimble, 1998; Freeman et al., 2010).  
The application of stakeholder analysis in natural resource management encompasses the 
definition of aspects of social and natural phenomena affected by a decision or action; 
identification of individuals, groups and organisations who are affected by or can affect the 
phenomena;  and prioritisation of these individuals and groups for involvement in the 
decision-making process (Reed et al., 2009 p. 1933). According to (Renard, 2004), 
stakeholder analysis can be useful as a permanent instrument of management to monitor and 
manage change, to assess the impact of management intervention on people, and to identify 
new and emerging issues, which in turn can contribute to the empowerment and participation 
of stakeholders and provides an opportunity and tool for negotiation and conflict 
management. The process of stakeholder analysis consists of the identification of matters 
about the ‘positions, interest, influence, interrelations, network and other characteristic of 
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stakeholder with reference to their past, present position and future potential’ (Brugha & 
Varvasovszky, 2000 p. 239). The key methodological steps necessary for stakeholder analysis 
include context definition, scanning of the principal stakeholder, development of an 
understanding of the system and decision-makers within the system, investigation of 
stakeholder interests, characteristic and circumstances; identification of patterns and contexts 
of interaction between stakeholders, and definition of the options for management (Grimble, 
1998; Ramirez, 1999). Table 4 shows the operational settings of stakeholder analysis based on 
different sources.  
Table 4: Approach for Stakeholder Analysis 
Interpretation 
process phase 
Project stakeholder 
analysis phase 
Examples (Grimble, 1998; Ramirez, 1999; 
Mayer, 2005; Reed, et al., 2009; Aaltonen, 
2011) 
Context  
 
1. Identify focus - Identify 
the main purpose / 
clarify objectives of the 
study (e.g. Issues, 
organisation or 
intervention) 
2. Identify system 
boundaries - Develop 
an understanding of the 
system and decision 
makers in the system 
 ‘Societal guiding models’ e.g. SD, SFM  
(Steurer et al., 2005)  
 ‘Philosophy of Aristotle’ (Wijnberg, 2000), 
 ‘‘The Common Good’’ (Argandona, 1998) 
 ‘Federal ethics’ (Husted, 2001) 
 ‘Business ethics’ (Goodpaster, 1991;Weiss, 
1994; Carroll, 1993; Cragg, 2002) 
 ‘Environmental protection’ (Cespedes-
Lorente et al., 2003) 
 ‘Management  approach’ - CSR (Wood and 
Jones, 1995; Clarkson, 1995) 
Application of 
stakeholder 
methods 
 Scanning 
3. Identify principal 
stakeholders - Develop 
an understanding of the 
system and decision 
makers in the system 
  
 ‘Face-to-face interviews’ (Varvasovszky 
and Brugha, 2000) 
 ‘Snowball interview technique’ (Cova et al., 
1996) 
 ‘Generic stakeholder lists’ (Pouloudi and 
Whitley, 1997) 
 ‘Brainstorming’ (Calvert, 1995; Vos and 
Achterkamp, 2006) 
 ‘Surveys and semi-structured 
questionnaires’ (Cova et al., 1996; Karlsen, 
2002) 
 ‘Start up dialogue’ (IFC, 2007) 
 ‘Special reports’ (IFC, 2007) 
 ‘Lessons learned reports’ (El-Gohary et al., 
2006) 
 ‘Workshops, personal surveys, focus group 
discussions, public meetings, public 
hearings’ (El-Gohary et al., 2006) 
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…continued (Approach for Stakeholder Analysis) 
 Data 
Interpretation 
4. Investigate 
stakeholders interest, 
characteristic and 
circumstances 
5. Identify pattern and 
contexts of 
interaction between 
stakeholders 
 ‘Cleland’s’ (1986): ‘identify stakeholders 
and their interest, measure the interest, try to 
predict stakeholders’ future behavior’ 
 ‘Stakeholder salience model’ (Mitchell et 
al., 1997): ‘classification based on power, 
legitimacy, urgency’ 
 ‘Stakeholder group categorization’ (Savage 
et al., 1991): ‘supportive, mixed, blessing, 
not-supportive, marginal’ 
 ‘Power/interest matrix’ (Johnson and 
Scholes, 1999; Olander and Landin, 2005) 
 ‘Stakeholder mapping’ (Winch and Bonke, 
2002) 
    ‘Role-based stakeholder models’ 
(Achterkamp and Vos, 2008; Vos and 
Achterkamp, 2006) 
 ‘Outline tool (Andersen et al., 2004): ‘area 
of interest, contributions, expectations, 
power, management strategy’ 
 ‘Stakeholder commitment matrix’ (McElroy 
and Mills, 2003) 
 ‘Stakeholder Circle – a tool for measuring 
and visualizing stakeholder influence’ 
(Bourne and Walker, 2006) 
 ‘Stakeholder impact index’ (Olander, 2007) 
 ‘Application of uncertainty management 
framework, SHAMPU’ (Ward and 
Chapman, 2008 
Define option for 
management 
 Strategy 
formulation 
and decision 
making 
 
6. Define option for 
management 
 
 ‘Communication and information 
dissemination strategies’ (PMI, 
 2008) 
 ‘Stakeholder engagement process’ (Bourne 
and Walker, 2006; IFC, 2007) 
 ‘Stakeholder empowerment’ (Rowlinson 
and Cheung, 2008) ‘Stakeholder 
involvement process’ (El-Gohary et al., 
2006) 
 ‘Keep satisfied, manage closely, monitor, 
keep informed’ (Johnson and Scholes, 1999; 
Olander and Landin, 2005) 
 ‘Influence strategy, dismissal strategy, 
compromising strategy, adaptation strategy, 
avoidance strategy’ (Aaltonen and Sivonen, 
2009) 
Source: Compilation based on (Grimble, 1998; Ramirez, 1999; Mayer, 2005; Reed, et al., 
2009; Aaltonen, 2011) 
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2.5.2 Context for Stakeholder Analysis 
 
The context for stakeholder analysis incorporates the clarification of objectives and 
development of an understanding of the aspect of social and natural systems, which is affected 
by a decision or action (Grimble, 1998; Reed et al., 2009). The use of the stakeholder analysis 
tool in forestry is either as a stand-alone research project or integrated within other research 
projects under a forestry project or research programme to provide further input for other 
analyses. The stakeholder analysis is the starting point of most participatory work or social 
assessments (Rietbergen-McCracken & Narayan, 1998). The stakeholder analysis is used to 
identify the key actors in a system, mapping the links and information flow between the actors 
as the actor oriented approach (Matsaert et al., 2004). Stakeholder analysis is also regarded as 
one of the approaches for institutional analysis in natural resource research (Matsaert, 2002).  
Other contexts where stakeholder analysis was used comprise environmental policy analysis, 
Participatory National Forest Programmes (NFPs) (Elsasser, 2007) and attitudinal assessment 
in Joint Forest Management (Rishi, 2007). An initial understanding of the system is necessary 
to identify key problems and the basic interacting factors within the context so as to make 
sure the analysis is well-focused and timely (Aaltonen, 2011). Reed et al. (2009 p. 1946) 
suggested that participation of the stakeholder themselves in the stakeholder analysis may not 
be necessary where a thorough knowledge of the focal phenomenon is available. 
2.5.3 Application of Stakeholder Methods 
 
The application of the stakeholder method is related to identification of stakeholder, 
differentiation of and categorisation of the stakeholder and investigation of the relationships 
of the stakeholder (Reed et al., 2009). 
2.5.3.1 Stakeholder Identification 
 
Stakeholder identification is undertaken in order to categorize individuals and groups who 
have interests, claims or rights to the benefits of the phenomenon or those who are affected by 
or can affect those parts of the system (Grimble, 1998; Reed, 2008). Bass (2001 p. 224) 
suggests some key questions to recognize the broad scope of stakeholders based on their 
involvement with forestry activity. These include, “Who is or might be affected, positively or 
negatively affected by the forestry activity? Who can make forest management more effective 
through participation or less effective by their non-participation or opposition? Who can 
contribute useful resources and information? and “Who is likely to mobilize for or against 
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forest management?” The various tools used to identify stakeholders are as follows: expert 
opinion (key informants such of forest operations staff and other knowledgeable individuals), 
focus groups, semi-structured interviews, snowball sampling, written records and population 
data (secondary data) or a combination of these techniques (Bass, 2001; Grimble, 1998; Reed, 
2008; Reed, et al., 2009).  
Grimble (1998) states, “…the key stakeholders in natural resource research are subsistence 
farmers and other small-scale natural resource users”. In addition there are policy-makers,  
planners  and administrators  in  government  or  other  organisations,  commercial  bodies, 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs)  and  other  unclear  categories  such  as  ‘future  
generations’ ,  the ‘national interest’  and  ‘wider  society’ (Grimble, 1998; Grimble & 
Wellard, 1997). Some definitions of the typical forest stakeholder from various secondary 
sources of data are shown in Table 5. Grimble & Wellard (1997 p. 176) states that the 
comprehensive identification and the breakdown of stakeholder categories cannot be pre-
determined and is subject to the requirements of the individual case.  
Table 5: Stakeholders of the Natural Resources at the example of Forests 
Category Group / Term Remarks / Details 
Stakeholders Stakeholders People with an interest, or “stake,” in the forests 
 ‘Natural resource 
users and managers’ 
(Ramirez, 1999) 
Different groups of people who have impacts on, 
and are affected by, the forest 
 Forest stakeholders Individuals and groups with objectives and 
legitimate interest in goods or services of a 
specific forest environment or forest resource 
 ‘Policy stakeholders’ 
(Mayers & Bass, 
2004) 
A subset of forest stakeholders, who barely have 
a stake in forests but are involved in policy 
making  which profoundly influences forests 
‘Forest actors’ ‘Forest actors’ People with a greater likelihood of directly 
affecting the forest than others. 
 Social actors Individuals or social entities who are 
knowledgeable and capable (Long 1992) and can 
thus formulate and defend decisions (Hindess 
1986). 
Government (Local, 
States, National) 
Government 
employees 
Public employees with governmental 
organisations 
  Forestry officials People who work for the government, 
technically responsible for forest management 
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…continued (Stakeholders of the Natural Resources at the example of Forests) 
Category Group / Term Remarks / Details 
Forest Manager /  Local managers    Involved in managing the forest 
Forest workers Forest workers Employees of the FMU holders 
Private sector Local Contractors Run small-scale logging operations or do other 
forestry-related work for larger companies 
  Loggers People engaged in cutting and transporting logs 
  Small scale 
entrepreneurs 
Run businesses that support the logging industry 
  Company officials Have significant power over the lives of forest-
dwelling people 
  Industry bodies Associations 
  Other companies Private companies, affected companies 
Local Communities Villagers People live infringe or inside FMU 
Future generations Future generations  
Source:  Adopted from Colfer, 1995; Mansourian et al., 2002; Mayer, 2005 
2.5.3.2 Investigate Stakeholders’ Interest, Characteristic and Circumstances 
 
An investigation of stakeholder interests and a study of multiple groups may be accomplished 
in various ways. This may include informal, semi structured interviews, oral case history and 
quantitative and qualitative techniques of data collection and analysis (Grimble, 1998). Reed  
(2008 p. 13-14) suggests the two broad approaches to categorize stakeholder identification 
based on ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ approaches. The ‘top-down’ approach, or an analytical 
categorization is where researchers describe and classify the stakeholders and the system in 
question based on their observations such as those using ‘levels of interest and influence’, 
‘cooperation and competition’, ‘cooperation and threat’, and ‘urgency, legitimacy, and 
influence’ (Reed et al., 2009 p. 1938). The ‘bottom-up’ or “reconstructive methods” are based 
on stakeholder involvement in order to define the categorization and parameters in a 
stakeholder analysis reflecting the perceptions of the stakeholders themselves (Reed, 2008 p. 
14; Reed et al., 2009 p. 1939). Techniques used under this method are the Card-sorting 
Method, Q methodology and Strategic Perspectives Analysis (Reed et al., 2009 p. 1939).  
Steelman & Maguire (1999) indicates that the application of Q methodology in forestry may 
contribute towards identification of and definition of a problem; estimation and specification 
of policy options; and selection, implementation, and evaluation of policies.  
Bass (2001) suggests that the ‘forest stakeholder’ should be identified and weighted based on 
different characteristics. These correlate to their proximity to forest, livelihood dependency on 
the forest, cultural linkages and uses of forest resources, knowledge related to stewardship of 
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forest assets and the pre-existing right to land and resources under customary or common law. 
Other characteristics for consideration are; organizational capacity for effective rules and the 
accountable decision making about forest goods and services, economically viable forest 
enterprises, which internalize environmental and social costs bringing equitable local benefits. 
The examples of distinction  between different types of stakeholders  are based on stakeholder 
influence and importance; compatibilities and trade-offs; conflict of interest; and those who  
can affect  (determine)  a  decision  or  action,  and  those  who affected by  the  decision  or  
action  (whether  positively  or  negatively) (ODA,  1995; Grimble & Wellard, 1997).  There 
are various analysis techniques suggested by (Bryson, 2003), which include ‘Power Versus 
Interest Grids, Stakeholder Influence Diagrams, Participation Planning Matrix, Creating Ideas 
for Strategic Interventions, and Bases of Power – Directions of Interest Diagrams’. The 
techniques also include the ‘Finding the Common Good’ and the ‘Structure of a Winning 
Argument’, ‘Tapping Individual Stakeholder Interests to Pursue the Common Good’, 
‘Stakeholder-Issue Interrelationship Diagrams’, ‘Problem-Frame Stakeholder Maps and 
Ethical Analysis Grids’ (ibid).  Further analyses to devel’op proposal and adoption processes 
are the ‘Stakeholder Support Versus Opposition Grid’, Stakeholder Role Plays’, and ‘Policy 
Attractiveness Versus Stakeholder Capability Grid’ (ibid). Among the advantages for 
stakeholder categorization or ‘typologies’ are providing a ‘parsimonious framework’, which 
can describe the complex relation and also to structure outcomes of different behaviour 
(Weber, 2012 p. 103). 
2.5.3.3 Identify Pattern and Contexts of Interaction between Stakeholders 
 
The patterns of interaction between stakeholders depend on the function of degrees of power 
and influence of the stakeholders, and the forms of interaction, which include conflict, co-
operation and dependency (Grimble, 1998). Conflicts are defined as “situations of 
competition and potential disagreement between two or more stakeholder groups over the use 
of one or more scarce resource”, while ‘trade-offs’ is “the process of balancing conflicting 
objectives within a single stakeholder group” (Grimble & Wellard, 1997 p. 179). Mayers & 
Bass (2004) categorize the stakeholder based on the pattern of pressure on local forest 
management unit (FMU). This relates to internal pressures (including staff and shareholder) 
and external pressure (e.g. environmental pressure groups, financial markets, lender - banking 
community, insurer-environmental risk, and consumer (retailers). The level of interaction 
among the stakeholders include the public-international community, local groups – local 
communities and other forest users; and regulatory – legislative and political bodies. The 
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external pressures are rooted in values lobbying, financial constraints; demand on goods and 
services; and legislation (Mayers & Bass, 2004).  
Apart from identifying patterns of interaction, stakeholder analysis also uncovers the reasons 
behind conflict and cooperation, so as to understand the situation and the factors that lead to 
conflict or successful collective action (Grimble, 1998 p. 8).  Whereas competing and 
complementary interests are commonly being associated with conflict and co-operation, other 
factors which may also influence the likelihood and nature of the conflict and co-operative 
action include the nature of power and authority relationships between stakeholder groups; 
socio-cultural relationships between groups; historical context and legal institutions (ibid p. 
8). The three principal methods to investigate the relationship that exists between stakeholders 
are including ‘Actor-linkage Matrices’, ‘Social Network Analysis’ and ‘Knowledge Mapping’ 
(Reed et al., 2009 pp. 1939-1940). Actor-linkage Matrices determine types of relationship 
between each stakeholder that could be of conflict, complementary, or cooperation. Social 
Network Analysis provides insight on patterns of communication; trust and influence between 
actors in social networks; and Knowledge Mapping investigates the flow of information 
between the actors (Reed, 2008 p.14; Reed et al., 2009 p.1939).  
2.5.3.4 Define Options for Management 
 
The outcomes of stakeholder analysis are the identification of the stakeholder groups relevant 
to the research undertaken and the priorities of those individuals and groups for involvement 
in the decision making process (Reed, 2008). Stakeholder identification and analysis can 
provide the basis for effective communication and develop a clear relationship, which in turn 
will provide a climate for effective participation by the stakeholders (Bass, 2001). From the 
governments and donor points of view, the stakeholder analysis can be used to improve  the 
selection,  efficiency,  effectiveness  and  evaluation  of  policies and  projects and also assist 
the assessment  of  outcomes; improving  assessment  of  the  distributional,  social  and 
political  impacts  of policies  and projects (Grimble & Wellard, 1997 p. 177). Stakeholder 
analysis facilitates good design and improves  the  likelihood  of  successful  implementation 
by explicitly  considering  potential  trade-offs  between the different  policy  objectives  and  
conflicts  between  stakeholders’  interests (ibid p. 177).    
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2.6 Stakeholder Participation and various Initiatives related with Forest 
Management in Malaysia    
 
Based on the Malaysian Federal Constitution under Article 74 (12), all land and forest 
management matters are under the jurisdiction of the state governments of Sabah, Sarawak 
and Peninsular Malaysia. Federal government, on the other hand provides advice and 
technical assistance to the state government, including training and research. The federal 
government is also responsible for policy related to trade, import and export and international 
cooperation. Under the existing legislation, all forests are owned by the state, and permission 
to enter and harvest the forest is only granted to those who are allowed through a license 
agreement. Stakeholder participation in forest management in Malaysia can be explained 
based on different perspectives. The initiatives involving stakeholder participation may stem 
from interest at international, national, state and forest management unit levels. This 
participation may encapsulate elements of collaboration, cooperation, joint venture and 
consultancy covering all aspects of forestry.  
At the international level, the Malaysian government has signed various agreements, 
conventions and protocols which indicate its awareness and commitment to participation in 
regional meetings and international fora on forestry and the environment (MFC, 2005 pp. 19-
40). These include the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF), the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD),  the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 
Fauna and Flora (CITES), the International Tropical Timber Council (ITTC), the Asia Pacific 
Forestry Commission (APFC), the Commonwealth Forestry Conference, the World Forestry 
Congress, the FAO committee on Forestry (COFO), the International Union of Forest 
Research Organisation (IUFRO) and DANIDA projects, the WWF and the UNDP’s initiatives 
and Programmes.  At the regional level it is involved in various ASEAN meetings such as the 
ASEAN Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (AMAF), the ASEAN Senior Officials on 
Forestry (ASOF), and the BIMP-EAGA (ibid). 
At the national level, the collaboration, cooperation and consultation among the three forestry 
departments of Sabah, Sarawak and Peninsular Malaysia are one of the most important 
vehicles for progress. This interaction is conducted via various platforms such as 
consultations, seminars, workshops, conferences, and meetings under the three forestry 
departments, or under the relevant ministries and implementing agencies related with the 
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forestry sector (MFC, 2005). Some of the important related initiatives include the consultation 
with Federal Ministries such as Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment and Ministry 
of Plantation Industries and commodities; participation in National Forest Council (NFC) to 
consolidate common national stands on forestry issues; National Forestry Programmes (NFP) 
workshop to harmonise national forestry programmes on sub-national level; and Malaysian 
Forestry Conference. This national level programmes and initiatives are also involving 
various government and non-governmental forestry and environmental based organisation  
such as Malaysian Timber Industrial Board (MTIB), Forest Research Institute of Malaysia 
(FRIM), Malaysian Timber Council (MTC), Malaysian Timber Certification Council 
(MTCC), relevant NGOs and representatives from international bodies such as FAO (ibid).  
One of the important collaborative initiatives pertaining to SFM implementation was the 
establishment of a standard for forest management certification of forests at the forest 
management unit level (FMU) in Malaysia. The Malaysian Criteria and Indicators for Forest 
Management Certification (MC&I) (Natural Forest) was a result of the collaboration between 
the Malaysian Timber Certification Council (MTCC) and the Forest Stewardship Council 
(FSC), which was initiated in 1999. The collaboration of multi-stakeholders for the MC&I 
development comprised of consultancy, workshops and meetings consisting of Secretariat 
(MTCC), National Steering Committee (NSC), regional Technical Working Group (TWG), 
Standard Review Committee (SRC) and a Panel of Experts (PoE). These collaborative efforts 
were undertaken by various stakeholders groups including social (indigenous peoples and 
workers’ union), environmental and economic interest groups, and the relevant government 
agencies, from the three regions of Sabah, Sarawak and Peninsular Malaysia (MTCC, 2002; 
MTCC, 2012). Various stakeholders who expressed their interests with regard to the 
Malaysian  Criteria  and  Indicators  for  Forest  Management Certification  (Natural  Forest) 
or MC&I (Natural Forest)  were government agencies (State Forestry Department, Forest 
Research Institute Malaysia, Department of Irrigation and Drainage, Department of Labour, 
Sarawak Biodiversity Centre, Natural Resources and Environment Board, Environmental 
Protection Department, Human Rights Commission of Malaysia (SUHAKAM), National 
Parks), Social (Indigenous peoples - Persatuan Kedayan Sabah, Kadazandusun Cultural 
Association, Sabah), Social (Workers Union - Timber Industry Employees Union, Malay 
Forest Officers Union), Environmental interest groups (Malaysian Nature Society, Bioversity 
International, Wildlife Conservation Society (Malaysia Programme) and WWF-Malaysia), 
economic interest groups (Malaysian Timber Council,  private companies, timber based 
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industries association) and research and Education Institutions (Forest Research Institute 
Malaysia, Universiti Malaysia Sabah, Universiti Malaysia Sarawak and Universiti 
Kebangsaan Malaysia) (MTCC, 2012). 
At the state and management unit level, some of the initiatives which have strengthened the 
implementation of SFM practices by the Forestry Department are the collaboration with 
stakeholders in planning and implementation for the purpose of reviewing and refining of the 
Forest Management Plan, close cooperation and collaboration with Sustainable Forest 
Management Licence Holders (SFMLA) and Long Term License Holders (LTL), 
enhancement of cooperation with relevant local government agencies with overlapping or 
similar interests, exploration of mechanisms to encourage the participation of NGOs and local 
communities, holding of regular consultative sessions with the affected local communities or 
representatives, collaboration with NGOs in the High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) and 
certification, conduction of SFM coaching to all SFMLA holders to improve implementations 
methods and ventures into partnership with local communities under social and community 
forest projects (MFC, 2005). Other initiatives in promoting participation and strengthening 
SFM practices were made available by allocation of sufficient funds and manpower, for 
example to the RIL training programme and other joint projects.  Some relevant agencies 
important for collaboration at the management level include the Malaysian Timber 
Certification Council (MTCC), the Forest Research Institute of Malaysia (FRIM), institute of 
higher education such as Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Universiti Putra Malaysia, 
Universiti Sabah Malaysia, and Universiti Malaysia Sarawak, and also local and international 
organisations such as GTZ (now GIZ), ITTO, DANIDA, ITTO, the World Conservation 
Society (WCS), the Rubber Research Institute, the Sabah Industrial Rubber Board, the Japan 
International Research Centre for Agricultural Science (JIRCAS), the Sabah Tourism Board, 
the Sabah Biodiversity Centre, the Bornean Biodiversity and Environmental Conservation 
(BBEC) and the UNDP/GEF (ibid). The various initiatives and stakeholders associated with 
Sustainable Forest Management at the international, national and state level are provided in 
Appendix 2. 
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CHAPTER III – BACKGROUND OF STUDY AREA 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Sabah is the second largest of the 13 states in the Malaysian Federation. It has a total land 
mass of about 7.49 million hectares with 4.4 million ha, or 58.8 % of the land area is 
remaining under forest cover (MTC, 2012). About 48.17% or 3.6 million ha of the land has 
been gazetted as Permanent Forest Reserve (PFR) so as to accommodate different purposes 
towards economic, social and environmental functions of the forest (SFD, 2011b).  A total of 
2.55 million ha of the PFR was gazetted under Commercial Forest Reserve which is divided 
into 27 FMUs and managed under Sustainable Forest Management principles. The 
categorization of PFR based on seven different types of forest classes is shown in Table 6 
while the map of reserves and other forestland in Sabah is shown in Figure 3.  
Table 6: Permanent Forest Reserve Based on Different Functions  
Class Type of 
Forest 
Area (Ha) Percentage 
of total 
Reserve 
(%) 
Forest Function and Description 
I Protection 
Forest 
466,756.95 12.94 Protection of watershed and 
maintenance of the stability of 
essential climatic and other 
environmental factors 
II Commercial 
Forest 
2,550,022.00 70.70 Supply of timber and other produce 
contributing to the state’s economy 
III Domestic 
Forest 
6,919.00 0.19 Consumption of forest produce for 
local communities  
IV Amenity 
Forest  
16,358.77 0.45 Providing amenity and recreation to 
local inhabitants 
V Mangrove 
Forest 
326,487.12 9.05 Supplying mangrove timber and other 
produce to meet the general demands 
of trade 
VI Virgin Jungle 
Forest 
103,037.73 2.86 Forest research purposes and 
biodiversity conservation 
VII Wildlife 
Reserves 
137,065.00 3.80 Protection and conservation of 
wildlife 
 Total 3,606,646.57   
Source:  Adopted from (SFD, 2011b) 
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Figure 3: Forest Reserves and other forest lands in Sabah. Source: Sabah Forestry Department. 
 
50 
 
3.2 Sabah Forest Policy 
 
Under the Malaysian Constitution, forestry and land matters come under the jurisdiction of 
the respective State Governments, who are empowered to enact laws and formulate forestry 
policy independently (Ujang & AbdulRahim, 2010). The National Forestry Council (NFC) 
was established to support the adoption of a coordinated and mutual approach to forestry, as 
well as to reconcile cross-sectoral policies that interface with the forestry sector (Chiew, 2009, 
p. 22). The National Forestry Policy 1978 (revised 1992) was formulated and approved by the 
NFC and implemented by all the states in Peninsular Malaysia while the objectives of this 
policy are also adopted in Sabah.  (ibid p.23) 
Sabah Forest Policy was restructured in 1997 integrating the National Forest Policy, which 
includes the provisions of SFM to control harvesting, the multiuse-forest lands and 
community development projects. The SFM policy was formulated and adopted to 
accommodate the needs of all stakeholders in the state. It confirms with the internationally 
accepted sustainable resource management and development goals to achieve the sustainable 
management of the state’s forest resources. The strategies adopted emphasize forest 
reservation for multi-functional purposes, management of the forest with SFM principles, 
forest development programme, and efficient utilization of forest resources. The Forest 
Enactment (1968) and Forest Rules 1969 legislated by the State Assembly are the main 
regulatory instruments for the conservation, management and administration of the various 
forest reserves (SFD, 2009). 
3.3 Paradigms of Forestry Development in Sabah 
 
The forest development process can be explained by historical stages of tropical forest policy 
(Pretzsch, 2005), beginning with traditional forest use, colonial forest use, forest for national 
economic growth, through to internationalization, polarization and globalization. Wang and 
Wilson (2007); and Berkes (2009), explain the major development process within the forest 
management regime, which began with dominant forest use, moving towards management for 
joint production or multiuse forest, co-management, and the management of multiple interest 
of the forest, which emphasize the involvement of the multi-stakeholder in the forestry sector. 
The paradigm of forest development in Sabah can be traced through the era of exploration, 
towards minimal exploitation; revenue oriented of industrial-scale timber exploitation, 
followed by the development stage of resources oriented sustainable forest management 
(Pereira, 1981; Kugan & Kollert, 1996). The development of the forestry sector in Sabah can 
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be explained by five major stages (Figure 4). The first phase was the time before the colonial 
era. During this period most of the land areas were still covered with forest, and the humans 
co-existed with the nature or nature dominated humans in the more remote areas. Minimum 
extraction of forest resources by the local communities occurred, mostly for reasons of 
livelihood or subsistence. There are records of trading and barter trade of forest products 
between the local communities with the local traders, mainly of non-timber forest products 
such as clutch, gutta-percha, jungle rubber, rattans, beeswax, camphor, damar gum and edible 
birds-nests (Evans, 1922; Rutter, 1922). 
The British North Borneo Chartered Company ruled the state from 1881 until 1946. During 
this colonial period, the extraction of timber commenced with the use of traditional logging 
technique, with the logs harvested being assigned mainly for export. Forest ordinances were 
introduced to regulate revenue collection of forest products (Pereira, 1981). Many areas of 
forest land were opened and converted to plantation areas for the cultivation of tobacco, 
rubber, coconut and sugar (Evans, 1922; Rutter, 1922). The plantations were mainly owned 
by the European and other foreign companies. All the income derived from economic 
activities within the state, such as the rent of land for commercial plantations and revenue 
from taxation of the timber industry, has been for the benefit of the shareholders that based in 
the colonial mother land (Ross, 2001; Evans, 1922). In 1946 until 1963, Sabah was ruled 
directly under the British Crown. During this period, the sustained yield forest management 
system was introduced so as to control timber harvesting. Forest reservation was intensified, 
and the practice of mechanized timber harvesting was started with the introduction of tractors 
in 1951 and chainsaws in 1960s (SFD, 2007). Logging activities accelerated with many new 
concession areas being granted to logging companies. This marked the beginning of extensive 
timber extraction, with timber also beginning to be processed locally by local manufacturers 
(Pereira, 1981; Ross, 2001). 
After the independence in 1963, timber harvesting became the main source of state income, 
playing a crucial role in the initial development growth of the state.  In the 1970s and 1980s, 
forestry as the mainstay of the state’s economy contributed to about 60-70% of the state total 
income (Ross, 2001). The state government’s timber policy and practice were exploitative in 
nature, with an emphasis maximizing income and revenue, which viewed as wealth 
distribution and resource exploitation of state’s natural resources (Sabah State Government, 
1998).
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Figure 4: The Major Stages of Forest Sector Development in Sabah. 
Source: Author’s Construct based on various sources (Pretzsch, 2005; Wang and Wilson, 2007; Berkes, 2009 Pereira, 1981; Kugan & Kollert, 
1996) 
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Continuous logging in very large volume has put a strain on the resources with some major 
issues including the decline of forest resources, increasing forest degradation, requirement for 
massive investment to correct the situation, and decreasing state income (Sinajin, 2005). In 
1997, the Sustainable Forest Management policy was introduced. By that time, the unlogged 
forest areas in the state had dwindled, and most of the virgin forest had been logged (Manan 
& Awang, 1997). The management of the forest was introduced in accordance with 
sustainable yield principles for the maximization of social, economic and environmental 
benefits to the people. This was followed by the Policy Action Plan set by the state 
government, which includes conservation through prudent management of all forest areas, 
reforestation programmes, intensification of research and development, a massive re-injection 
of funds into forest activities and the upgrading of manpower training programmes (Sabah 
State Government, 1998). 
The collaboration for promoting sustainable forest management between international 
agencies, government, NGOs and communities in Malaysia has evolved over the last 20 years 
(Tongkul, et al., 2013). This became obvious in regional integration and cooperation among 
the three forestry departments of Sabah, Sarawak and Peninsular Malaysia; and participation 
in various levels of forums, seminars, programmes and initiatives. (International - UNFF, 
UNFCCC, CBD, APFC, IUFRO, CITES, UNDP, WWF, and DANIDA; Regional - ASOF, 
BIMP-EAGA, Hearth of Borneo; National – National Forest Council, relevant Federal 
ministries, National Forest Programme;  and local – SFD, SFMLA/LTL holders, NGOs, local 
communities, relevant local governments) (SFD, 2005).   
3.4 Forest Stakeholders and Forest Development Process 
 
There were three main groups of stakeholders, based on the nature of power possessed by the 
different stakeholder groups (Nye, 2004). They are governmental and ministerial; commercial 
and industrial, and communities and other interest groups who try to influence decisions of 
government agencies, political representatives, or other policy makers (Cubbage et. al, 1993). 
With a long-term period of the forest sector development, stakeholder involvement in forestry 
has changed overtime, which included local, national and international parties as listed in the 
Table 7. 
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Table 7: Forest Stakeholder by Nature of Power in Sabah 
Stakeholder 
groups 
Government and 
Ministerial 
Commercial / 
Industrial 
Local communities and 
other interest groups 
Major 
stakeholders 
and 
organisation
8
 
 Colonial  
 British North Borneo 
(Chartered) Company 
 British colony 
Sabah State 
Government  
 Ministries 
 Forestry department  
 Other Local 
Government 
authorities / agencies 
 Traditional Authority 
 Federal Government 
and authorities 
 Ministries 
 Other Government 
Authorities / agencies 
(MTIB, MTC, etc.) 
 Police / Army 
 Public Sector  
 Sabah Foundation 
 Private sector 
 Share Holder 
 FMU Holders 
 Timber Licensees  
 Manufacturers  
 Timber  Merchants 
 Local Traders 
 Contractors / 
workers 
 Farmers  and 
Plantation 
Company 
 Communities near  
forest 
 Other  Interest groups / 
lobby groups 
 Politicians 
 NGOs 
 Trade and timber 
Association 
 Professional / Scientist 
 International Agencies  
 Joint venture   
 Collaborative  / 
Cooperation 
 National  / 
International 
communities 
 Tourism 
 Certification bodies 
 Independent Auditors 
 Assessors 
 Donor /funding  
 Private entities and Bank 
Source: Author’s compilation based on various sources 
3.5 Factors or Major Concern and Pressures of the Stakeholder Groups 
 
The factors or major concern and pressure of the different forest stakeholder groups which 
have influenced the forest policy in practice were related to management and conservation of 
the forest on the part of the government and ministerial group, and the demand for timber and 
land for commercial plantation from the commercial and industrial group. Local communities 
are concerned with the demand for forest products and other non-timber forest products. The 
NGOs and other interest groups, on the other hand, are concerned with the biodiversity and 
environmental protection and conservation. The interests of the various groups are shown in 
Table 8.   
  
                                               
8
 Major stakeholders and organisation are those who can influence forest policy in practice (Mayers, 
2004). 
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Table 8: Factors of Stakeholders Involvement in Forestry in Sabah 
Stakeholder  
groups 
Government and 
Ministerial 
Commercial / 
Industrial 
Local communities and other 
interest groups 
Interest /  
Factors 
9
  
 Administration , 
coordination and 
funding 
 Management of 
forest resources / 
SFM 
 Policy formulation 
and implementation 
 Forest Legislation 
and enforcement 
 Forest Protection 
and conservation of 
forest resource 
 Forest as source of 
revenue, land 
conversion for 
agriculture 
 Community 
forestry 
programmes 
 Extension & 
Training Course 
 Research and 
development 
 Regeneration and 
rehabilitation 
 Demand of forest 
for  production 
(land for timber / 
agriculture, NTFP 
for commercial 
use) 
 Forest charges, 
timber royalty and 
other fees 
 Declining  of raw 
material 
 Law and 
regulation in 
practice 
 Market of product 
 Efficient and 
diversified mill 
production 
 Industrial tree 
plantation 
 Eco-tourism 
 SFM policy 
 Land for industrial 
oil palm 
plantation 
 Demand for mass forest 
product (Timber, NTFP, etc.). 
 Land for livelihood / 
subsistence 
 Native customary right on 
forest land 
 Conservation of biodiversity 
for environment, economy 
(commodity), culture, 
spiritual 
 Political survivals 
 Information, promotion and 
standards 
 Donor, aid, funding 
 Networking, cooperation and 
Collaboration 
 Publicity and awareness 
 Management and advisory 
services 
 Negotiation and 
representation 
 Technical support, credit and 
marketing 
 SFM policy 
Source: Author’s compilation based on various sources 
 
 
 
 
 
                                               
9
 The major concerns and pressures from within and outside the sector which influence forest policy in 
practice (Mayer, 2004) 
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CHAPTER IV - RESEARCH METHODS 
4.1 Organisation of Data Collection 
 
This study was carried out using a combination of methods including literature reviews, 
expert interviews, questionnaire surveys, Q methodology, and informal meeting and 
discussions with stakeholders. Fieldwork was carried out in the state of Sabah for three 
months from June to August 2012 to collect data for the study. This section presents the 
general organisation of data collection and flow of the research. The research design and 
methods of data collection are explained. Respondent identification and site selection for the 
case study are also detailed. 
A combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods was used to explore the 
interrelation of corporate views, stakeholders and the development and implementation of 
SFM in Sabah. This approach is known as ‘triangulation’, which combines multiple 
methodological approaches, theoretical perspectives, data sources, investigators and analysis 
methods to study the same research phenomenon (Hussein, 2009). Data collection comprised 
primary and secondary data from literatures reviews related to forestry in the state. Various 
methods for stakeholder analysis were adopted to integrate and develop the information so as 
to understand SFM implementation and the interaction of corporate-stakeholders in the 
context, which comprised of interviews, questionnaire surveys, discussions and Q 
Methodology (Figure 5). Expert interviews were conducted with representatives of Sabah 
Forestry Department, SFMLA holders and NGOs, while informal interviews were also 
conducted with representatives from the local group of selected villages. The participants of Q 
methodology study consist of senior officers of the Sabah Forestry Department, who are 
directly engaged in the implementation of Sustainable Forest Management at the FMU level.  
The stakeholder analysis was adopted as part of this study based on its compatibility with the 
business-society stakeholder theory as an approach in managing stakeholder relation. Figure 6 
shows the interrelation between the key methodology for stakeholder analysis (Reed et al., 
2009) and business-society relation of stakeholder theory involving conceptual, corporate and 
stakeholders’ aspect (Steurer, 2006). 
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Figure 5: Triangulation of Data Collection Involved in the Study (TPT- triple perspective 
typology) 
Source: Author’s Illustration 
 
The corporate-stakeholder relationship under the SFM concept and the issues entangled in the 
SFM implementation were identified. The processes for stakeholder analysis (Reed et al., 
2009) included the following; 
1. Defining aspects of a social and natural phenomenon affected by a decision or 
action (SFM concept);  
2. Identifying individuals, groups and organisations who are affected by or can affect 
those parts of the phenomenon (stakeholder centric); and  
3. Prioritising the individuals and groups involved in the decision-making process 
(stakeholder centric).  
Under the strategy of triple-perspective typology (TPT)
10
 of stakeholder theory by (Steurer, 
2006), the stakeholder analysis under corporate centric perspective consisted of the following: 
4. Assessment of the current progress of SFM implementation by the FMU holders;  
5. Assessment of corporate (FMU holders) and stakeholder engagements and 
relationships;  
6. Identification and review of the approaches for stakeholder relation management. 
                                               
10
 TPT (Triple Perspective Typology) of stakeholder theory is concept introduced by (Steurer, 2006) 
that indicating the three perspective of corporate, stakeholder and conceptual centric to address 
various aspects of business-society relations under second order stakeholder theory involving 
normative, descriptive and instrumental.  
Stakeholder Analysis 
TPT 
Questionnaire 
Survey / 
Observation 
Literature 
Review 
Interview / 
Discussion 
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Figure 6: The Relation of Stakeholder Analysis and TPT 
Source: Adopted from “Schematic representations of key methodological steps necessary for 
stakeholder analysis” (Reed et al, 2009 p. 1947) and the ‘Triple-perspective typology of 
stakeholder theory’ (TPT) models (Steurer, 2006). 
 
4.2 Research Design 
 
The research design of the study is presented in Figure 7. The ‘triple-perspective typology of 
stakeholder theory’ by Steurer (2006), was incorporated with the second-order stakeholder 
theory of Donaldson and Preston (1995), which includes the descriptive, instrumental and 
normative aspects of stakeholder theory. The literature reviews were guided by this theoretical 
approach of the study.  At the operational level, the ‘conceptual centric’ was refers to the 
SFM concept implemented in the state while the FMU holder was denoting the ‘corporate 
centric’. The ‘stakeholders centric’ comprised of two main groups identified as the local 
community and the multi-interest stakeholder group (MISG). The stakeholder definition under 
this study was based upon, “any group of people, organised or unorganised, who share a 
common interest or stake in a particular issue or system, and they can be at any level or 
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(Sustainable Forest Management) 
 
Stakeholders 
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(FMU 
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Progress of Sustainable Forest 
Management  
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position in society, from global, national and regional concerns down to the level of 
household.” (Grimble & Willard, 1997 p. 175). 
STUDY METHOD 
Stakeholder Theory 
FMU Holder SFM Concept Stakeholder 
 
Literature Review 
 
Descriptive 
Instrumental 
Normative 
 
Field Data Collection 
Interviews / Secondary Data / Discussions 
 
Questionnaire Surveys 
(Online & Manual) 
Q Methodology 
(Specific Target) 
Interviews / Discussions 
(Individual and Groups) 
 
Data Processing 
 
Analysis & Interpretation 
 
Write-Up 
 
Figure 7: Research Design for Stakeholder Analysis of SFM Implementation in Sabah 
Source: Author’s Construct 
4.3 Data Collection 
4.3.1 Literature Reviews 
 
Literature on theoretical background
11
 and previous case studies
12
 were referred to for the 
study. Other papers and reports on SFM, forest laws, annual reports, SFMLA and FMP 
documentation, and other technical and operational guidelines related to SFM implementation 
were also reviewed. The literature provided an overview of SFM principles, its 
implementation, and the background of corporate-stakeholders relation under the concepts. 
                                               
11
 The theoretical background is referring to the documentation of normative basis for SFM such of 
Forest Principles, State Forest Law, Sustainable Forest Management Agreement and Criteria and 
Indicator for SFM e.g. MC & I. 
12
 Case study is related to previous study on stakeholder-corporate relationship from the different 
perspectives of conceptual, corporate and stakeholder centric (e.g. Steurer et al., 2005; Konrad et al., 
2006) 
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Analytical stakeholders’ identification and categorization (Reed, et al., 2009) was done based 
on the documentation. 
4.3.2 Expert Interviews 
 
Expert interviews were held with senior forest officers of Sabah Forestry Department, 
managers of FMU holders and local Non-Governmental Organisations. General interviews 
aimed to ascertain their experiences and overviews on various issues on SFM implementation 
in the state. Prior appointments were arranged with the interviewee upon receipt of consent 
from the relevant organisations. Digital audio recorder was used for later transcription of the 
interviews. 
4.3.3 Questionnaire Surveys 
 
The questionnaires were developed to communicate with respondents’ opinions and 
perceptions on matters pertaining to the current SFM implementation at the FMU level. Three 
sets of different questionnaires were developed for three distinct target groups namely, (1) 
Corporate or FMU holders, (2) Stakeholders of the multi-interest stakeholder group (MISG) 
consisting of governmental and non-governmental organisations, industry, private sector and 
other institutions that were directly or indirectly associated with SFM implementation and, (3) 
Stakeholders of local communities living adjacent to or within the FMU areas. Demographic 
profiles, perception questions and the Likert Scale were employed during the survey in order 
to gain an understanding of the current implementation of SFM from the different views of 
stakeholder groups. An example of a well-established questionnaire survey for forest 
management was referred from (Harshaw, 2009). Pilot surveys were conducted before the 
commencement of the study, to test the effectiveness of the tool, which was followed by 
changes and modification of the preliminary questions devised based on the discussions, 
interviews and literature. The targeted and final respondents with the rate of respondent for 
every case study are shown in Table 9.  
Table 9: Rate of Respondent under Multi-interest Stakeholder Group 
Questionnaire 
Survey set 
Targeted 
Respondents 
Final Respondents Rate of respondent 
FMU Holders 4 4 100% 
Multi-interest Group 200 104 52% 
Local communities 400 332 83% 
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The main contents of the three different sets of the questionnaire survey included of the 
following subjects. 
4.3.3.1 Local Communities  
(Appendix 43) 
 
1. Personal profiles  
2. Stakeholder – SFM relation     
3. Forest claims and dependency 
4. Stakeholder - FMU holder relation  
a. Involvement and engagement with FMU Holder 
b. Cooperation and conflict   
5. Stakeholder Relation Management 
6. Approach towards problems and claims   
7. Roles of other agencies  
8. Stakeholder perception towards current SFM implementation  
4.3.3.2 Multi- interest Stakeholder Group 
(Appendix 44) 
  
1. Personal profiles  
2. Stakeholder – SFM relation     
3. Influential factors regarding participation in SFM 
4. Stakeholders - FMU holders relation 
a. Types of engagement 
b. Level of participation   
5. Stakeholder Relation Management Tools  
a. Supporting documentation 
b. Programmes and  activities 
6. Stakeholder perception of current SFM implementation 
4.3.3.3 FMU Holders  
(Appendix 45) 
  
1. FMU profiles 
a. SFM objectives and activities  
b. Self-assessment of SFM implementation under FMU area 
c. Performances and capacity level of SFM implementation 
2. Approaches for stakeholder relation management  
a. Stakeholder identification, priorities and influence 
b. Stakeholder relationships and engagement  
c. Information flows  
3. Conflict and cooperation   
4. Corporate-stakeholder relationship based on FMU operations 
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4.3.4 Informal Group Discussion 
 
Informal discussions and conversational interviews were conducted with local communities, 
NGOs and government staff so as to acquire general information and experiences related to 
their fields. Group discussions were conducted to investigate the community’s perception on 
the current SFM implementation. The discussions with local communities were mainly with 
the representatives or the heads of the villages. The information was manually recorded in 
research notebook and with digital audio recorder. 
4.3.5 Q Methodology 
 
Q methodology was used as a research tool in this study to assess stakeholders’ perspectives 
on various matters associated with the current implementation of SFM in Sabah. This method 
is a combination of qualitative and quantitative aspects, field and desk research, interaction 
and reflection to assess the views of specific individuals in a holistic manner and assisting a 
thorough comparison of individual differences (Watts and Stenner, 2012; Exel & Graaf, 
2005).  
4.3.5.1 Q-Methodology Background 
 
British physicist-psychologist William Stephenson (1902-1989) invented the Q-methodology 
in 1935 as an adaptation of Spearman’s traditional method of factor analysis (Watts & 
Stenner, 2012; Brown, 1996). It is a method for studying patterns of human subjective 
perceptions and behaviours, simply identified as subjectivity (McKeown & Thomas, 1988; 
Steelman & Maguire, 1999; Hurd & Brown, 2005). Subjectivity is associated with the sum of 
behavioural activity that constitutes a person’s current point of view (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
Q-methodology uses these subjective viewpoints of “how person perceives the world 
differently” to construct typologies of different perspectives (Steelman & Maguire, 1999).  
(Shemmings, 2006), stated that Q-methodology is a research tool capable of augmenting 
existing qualitative analytical techniques aimed at identifying patterns and themes in 
interview transcripts, field notes or naturalistic observation. It helps researchers and analysts 
to interpret the emergent factors in a systematic quantitative way so as to understand the 
nature of the shared viewpoints with qualitative detail (Watts & Stenner, 2012; Steelman & 
Maguire, 1999; McKeown and Thomas, 1988). According to (Steelman & Maguire, 1999), Q-
methodology application in forest management can identify important internal and external 
constituencies, define participant viewpoints and perceptions, provide sharper insight into 
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participant-preferred management directions, identify criteria that are important to 
participants, explicitly outline areas of consensus and conflict, and develop a common view 
toward the policy. 
 
The subjects associated with Q-methodology are covering concourse, Q samples, Q sorting, 
correlation, factor analysis, theoretical rotation, factor scores, and factor interpretation 
(Brown, 1993). This method consists of five steps: (1) definition of the concourse; (2) 
development of the Q sample; (3) selection of the P set; (4) Q sorting; and (5) analysis and 
interpretation (Exel & Graaf, 2005). A ‘concourse’ is the overall population of statements 
surrounding selected topic from which a final Q set is sampled (Watts & Stenner, 2012). It 
can be obtained in different ways such as interviewing people; participant observation; 
popular literature such as media reports, newspapers, magazines, novels; and scientific 
literature, for example, papers, essays, and books (Exel & Graaf, 2005). The Q set or Q 
sample is presented to study people or respondents called P-set, who are required to rank-
order the statements (Q Sorting) according to their individual points of view, or some 
preference, judgement or feeling about them, mostly using a quasi-normal distribution (Exel 
& Graaf, 2005). (Brown, 1996) stated that the instrumental basis of Q-methodology is the Q-
sort technique, which conventionally involves the rank ordering of a set of statements from 
‘agree’ to ‘disagree’, with the statements are usually being sampled from interviews. The P 
Set is a structured sample of respondents who are theoretically relevant to the problem under 
consideration and have a clear and distinct viewpoint regarding the problem (Brown 1980; 
Exel & Graaf, 2005). The analysis part of Q-methodology which is referred to as the scientific 
base of Q consists of a correlation matrix of all Q sorts, factor analysis, rotating the factors, 
calculation of factor scores and difference scores, and a description and interpretation of those 
factors. The final resulting factor represents a group of individual points of view that are 
highly correlated with each other and uncorrelated with others. The characterising statements 
that rank at both poles ends of the composite sort of a factor are used to produce the first 
description of the composite point of view represented by that factor, while the distinguishing 
and consensus statements can be used to highlight the differences and similarities between 
factors (Exel & Graaf, 2005). 
 
Q-methodology is implicit with correlation and factoring of persons, in contrast to R-
methodology which suggests the correlation and factoring of traits. With Q-methodology, 
correlation summarizes the views among the people, and the factor analysis denotes the 
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clusters of people. By correlating people, Q factor analysis gives information about 
similarities and differences in viewpoint on a particular subject (Exel & Graaf, 2005; 
Steelman & Maguire, 1999). Q-methodology is a technique for systematically revealing 
subjective perspectives, which can contribute to improved problem identification and 
definition; estimation and specification of policy option; and selection, implementation, and 
evaluation of policies (Steelman & Maguire, 1999). The results of a Q methodological study 
describe the distinct subjectivities of population viewpoints about a topic that are operant and 
not the percentage of the sample (or the general population) that adheres to any of them  (Exel 
& Graaf, 2005). Q-methodology can be used in all phases of the policy process including 
intelligence, promotion, prescription, invocation, application, termination, and appraisal (in 
Lasswell, 1971 as cited in Steelman & Maguire, 1999). The applications of Q-methodology 
include political science, public policy, cultural theory, and women’s studies (Shemmings, 
2006). The general processes of Q methodology entangled in this study are explained as 
follows, with the illustration of the processes presented in Figure 8.  
 
 
Figure 8: Process of Conducting Q Methodology 
Source: Author’s Illustration 
4.3.5.2 Concourse 
 
Brown (1993 pp. 94-95) referred the ‘concourse’ as “the flow of communicability 
surrounding any subject” in the ordinary conversation, commentary, and discourse of 
everyday life. In this study, the term ‘concourse’ relates to the subject matters of SFM 
implementation and its relation with stakeholder in the state. It represents broad issues of 
SFM implementation from different perspectives of conceptual, corporate and stakeholder 
points of view.  Information was mainly based on preliminary literature reviews, interviews 
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and discussion with personnel of SFD, manager of FMU holders, representatives of NGOs 
(PACOS) and associations (KDCA). 
4.3.5.3 Q Sets (Q sample) 
 
There were 60 final items selected for the Q set. It represents broad aspects of SFM issues that 
are related to performances, stakeholder relations and participation. The Q set was developed 
in an unstructured fashion, with no sub-themes or sub-issues. All statements were treated 
individually, with the aim of producing a representative sample in relation to the whole (Watts 
& Stenner, 2012). The statements we randomly assigned with a number and printed on 
separate cards. 
4.3.5.4 The Person Sample (P set) 
 
The people participating as P set were seniors officers of SFD who were directly connected 
with SFM implementation on the ground or those who were stated by (Brown 1980; Exel & 
Graaf, 2005) as theoretically relevant to the problem under consideration and have a clear and 
distinct viewpoint regarding the problem. They were assigned various roles by the SFD, 
which included District Forest Officer, Assistant District Forest Officer, SFM officer, MCEE, 
Officer of Investigation and Persecution Division, and the officer from Social and Community 
Forestry Unit of SFM Division.   
4.3.5.5 Q Sorting 
 
The P set (20 persons) were asked to rank order the 60 collection of statements (Q Set) to 
reflect their personal view on various issues that related to SFM implementation in the state. 
Their perspectives were ranked and standardized through the imposition of prearranged 
frequency distribution (Q sort) with the flattened distribution from -6 (most disagree) to +6 
(most agree). The process was followed by a discussion with the respective respondent where 
the reasons for the viewpoints were explained. 
4.3.5.6 Analysis 
Data was analysed with freeware programme of PQMethod Version 2.33
13
 for windows 
(Shmolck, 2002).  
 
                                               
13
 PQMethod 2.33 for windows by Peter Schmolck (2012) is currently his latest version of the program. 
It is freely downloadable with manual provided in the website at the addressed as; 
http://schmolck.userweb.mwn.de/qmethod/downpqwin.htm 
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4.4 Typology of Corporate and Stakeholders of the Study 
 
Forest Management Units (FMUs) were established in various locations within the forest 
reserves throughout the state. Each FMU was assigned to various FMU holders, which were 
categorised under state government, private FMU holders and state enterprise. In this study, 
four study sites were selected which represent different types of FMU holders with two of 
them belong to private FMU holders, one FMU under state and state enterprise respectively. 
The FMUs concerned were FMU 10 (Sabah Forestry Department), FMU 16 (State Enterprise 
– Sabah Foundation), FMU7 (Private – Sabah Forest Industries Sdn. Bhd.) and FMU3 
(Private - Timberwell Berhad). Further descriptions of the selected FMUs are elaborated 
under the sub-topic of the selection of FMU areas.  Stakeholders of the FMU holders can be 
divided into two main categories of internal and external stakeholders. Internal stakeholders 
were comprised of the FMU workers while external stakeholders were referred to 
stakeholders outside the organization of the FMU holders. The external stakeholders are 
further categorised under local community and Multi-interest stakeholder group as presented 
in the Figure 9.     
 
 
Figure 9: Typology of Stakeholders in SFM Implementation in Sabah 
Source: Author’s construct 
State Enterprise 
Multi-interest Stakeholder Group 
(MISG) 
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4.5 Selection of Respondents  
4.5.1 Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group 
 
The respondents who participated in this study were classified based on different approaches. 
The fundamental methods were the literature review and direct interviews with personnel 
from SFD, and FMU holders. Stakeholders were also identified based on the directory list of 
stakeholders provided by FMU holders or literature on previous records and reports prepared 
by the FMU holders based on programmes, activities, consultations, associations and 
industries which related to SFM implementation at the FMU levels. The identification of 
stakeholders was also carried out through ‘snowball sampling’, whereas the stakeholders were 
introduced by an initial stakeholder being approached. There were two methods of 
communicating and presenting the research tool of the questionnaire survey to the 
stakeholders, which was ‘direct’ or ‘indirect’. The direct approach required personal contact 
with stakeholders, normally with a prior appointment by e-mail or telephone. The indirect 
approach involved presenting the questionnaire survey to the identified stakeholders through 
an online service that is provided by the SurveyMonkey
14
.  
4.5.2 Local Community 
 
Household samplings were used to investigate the stakeholders under the local community 
situated nearby or within the FMU area. There were eight villages selected from the relevant 
FMUs with distinct in vicinity, demographic, historical background and culture of the 
respective villages (Table 10).   
Table 10: Background or Respondents by Village, District and FMU Area 
FMU Village District Respondent 
Sample / total number of 
households 
Timberwell Bhd 1. Kg. Gana Kota Marudu 81 / 450 hh 
Sabah Forest 
Industries Sdn. Bhd 
1. Kg. Sumambu 
2. Kg. Alutok 
3. Kg. Tilis 
Sipitang 82 / 200 / hh 
Trus Madi (SFD) 1. Kg. Kaingaran 
2. Kg. Sinua 
Tambunan / Sook 86 / 250 hh 
Yayasan Sabah – 
Maxwell Sdn. Bhd. 
1. Kg. Dewara 
2. Kg. Mangkuwagu 
Tongod 83 / 120 hh 
                                               
14
 The online SurveyMonkey provide different modules of online survey services 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/ which can be from basic (free) to various package of modules. 
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In this study, every household was invited to respond to the questionnaire surveys. Prior to the 
distribution of the questionnaire surveys, a meeting was conducted with the head of the 
respective village. The heads of the village were entangled in giving assistance to distribute 
the questionnaire surveys to the villagers. A pre-arranged meeting for discussion and 
consultation with the stakeholder among the local communities was conducted during the last 
visiting day in the respective village to assist respondents to complete any unanswered 
questions.  In most cases, the questionnaires were also distributed and collected from the 
respondents during face to face interviews. 
4.6 Description of Study Site 
 
The four FMUs addressed by the study were FMU3 (Timberwell Sdn. Bhd), FMU7 (Sabah 
Forest Industries), FMU10 (Sabah Forestry Department) and part of FMU16 (joint venture of 
Rakyat Berjaya (RBJ) with Maxland Sdn. Bhd.). Apart from differences in terms of 
management and institutional arrangement, the FMUs were also distinctive in terms of the 
background of the areas, locality, socio-economic environment, management focus and 
objectives of the respective FMUs as presented in Table 11. The map indicating the locality of 
FMU areas in Sabah is given in Figure 10 and Appendix 1. 
4.7 Stakeholder Analysis and Software 
 
Apart from the qualitative analysis, quantitative analysis was employed, entailing cross 
tabulations, graphs, charts, Q methodology and factorial analysis. Q methodology and 
factorial analysis were used to identify the different stakeholder groups based on their 
behaviour and perception towards the current implementation of SFM. Charts were drawn to 
identify the heuristic layout of different stakeholders based on documentation and different 
FMU holders. Radar charts were used to identify the patterns of different FMU’s objectives 
and priorities of operation; the consensus and distinguishing statements of the different 
stakeholder groups under the Q Methodology study; and the assessment of different FMU 
holder approaches in identifying, prioritizing and assessing the influence, relationship and 
engagement with stakeholders. The Kruskal–Wallis test was used to determine whether the 
rankings of conflict and cooperation value are significantly different across the organisations 
of the Multi-interest stakeholder group and among the communities of the selected villages 
from different FMU areas. The computer software used in the study included NVIVO 10, 
IBM SPSS statistic 19, PQ Method 2.33 and Microsoft Excel. The on-line ‘SurveyMonkey’ 
also aided the data analysis for the questionnaire survey.  
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Table 11: The General Profiles of the Four FMUs Involved in the Study 
FMU FMU3 -Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU7 -Sabah 
Forest Industries 
FMU10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
1. District Kota Marudu 
 
Sipitang Tambunan Tongod 
Forest Reserve Lingkabau FR Sipitang FR, Ulu 
Padas FR 
Trusmadi FR Sg. Pinangah (Partly) 
 
Sustainable Forest 
Management licence 
Agreement (SFMLA) / 
Long Term Licence 
Agreement (LTL) 
SFMLA 06/97 JP(KSG)106/96(CO)- 
ITP 
JP(KSG)107/96(CO)-
NFM 
 
 FMU 10 (SFD) (SFMLA 09/97) - 
Partly 
Area (ha) 71,293 
 
289,138 74,736 Part of FMU 16 (5000 
ha of total 119,003 ha) 
Management Focus Natural forest 
management 
(Harvesting, 
Plantation, 
Silvicultural 
treatment) 
Timber plantation, 
Natural forest 
Management 
(Harvesting, 
Plantation, 
Silvicultural 
treatment) 
Natural Forest 
Conservation 
(Forest restoration and 
conservation) 
Natural Forest 
Management and 
Timber plantation 
Intensive restoration 
1. Conservation Area 8060.4 ha (11.3%) 23,756 ha (NFM)  46,000 ha 796 ha 
2. Natural Forest 
Management (NFM) 
43,957.12 ha (62%) 104,822 (Sipitang 
FR, Ulu Sungai Padas 
(FR) 
- - 
3. Industrial Tree 
Plantation Area 
(ITP) 
15,000 ha (21%) 183,316 
170,385 (State land) 
+ 11,845 (Title Land) 
- - 
4. Rehabilitation Area NA NA 22,000 ha 3,619 ha (planted area 
– 2175 ha) 
5. Community Area 1,253.2 ha (1.8%) NA 4,000  ha  (State land) nil 
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…continued (The general profile of the four FMUs involved in the study)  
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah 
Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry 
Department 
FMU 15 &16 -
Rakyat Berjaya 
(RBJ) – Maxland 
Sdn. Bhd. (Joint-
Venture) 
Management Focus... 
Cont... 
    
     
6. Hunting Area nil NA 6,000 ha nil 
7. Ecotourism Area nil NA 1,000 ha nil 
8. Riparian reserves 
(Area) 
2,709.5 ha NA NA 520 
9. Infrastructure 312.8 ha NA NA 65 
10. Adventure tourism nil NA 10.63 ha nil 
Compliance Certificate 
Awards (SFD) 
Yes Yes NA Yes 
Certification Progress Initial Phase Controlled Wood 
Forest Management 
Certificate (NFM) 
VLO (ITP, AL, NFM) 
Initial Phase VLC of FSC system 
under Smartwood (NFM) 
Socio-economic 
Environment 
    
 Village inside FMU 3 Villages nil 3 nil 
 Village infringe FMU GRID project (5 
Villages) 
NFM – 6 (3,000 
people) 
ITP - 38 (16,000 
people) 
Under SBS 5 villages within 7 Km of 
FMU areas ( 2,453 
people - 558 household) 
 Relocation Project for 
community 
GRID project (5 
Villages) 
nil nil nil 
Source: FMP of the relevant FMU holders 
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Figure 10: Maps indicating the locality of FMU areas involved in the study. (Source : Adopted from SFD, 2012)   
Note: The details of FMU areas are shown in Appendix 1
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CHAPTER V - RESULT (PART 1 - CONCEPTUAL CENTRIC) 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This section consists of two parts. The first part is the descriptive overview of the SFM 
concept which is being implemented in Sabah. The study was based on a literature review of 
reports, SFM documentation and interviews with personnel from SFD, FMU holders and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). The results incorporate the element of guidelines and 
legislation for SFM implementation, Sustainable Forest Management Licence Agreement 
(SFMLA) and the concept of Forest Management Unit (FMU) and the forest zonation. 
Analytical identification and categorizations of ‘static’ stakeholders are presented based on 
the literature. The second part focuses on the general assessment of current SFM 
implementation within the state based on stakeholders’ points of view. The statements on 
normative, instrumental and descriptive nature of SFM concept were presented to the 
stakeholders involved in the assessment through questionnaire surveys and Q methodology. 
This comprised a broad subject related to the elements of SFM objectives, stakeholders’ 
involvement and participation and various matters on SFM operation at the FMU levels.  
5.2 Description of SFM Implementation in Sabah 
 
When the SFM policy and Forest Management Units as working blocks for the management 
of forests was introduced in 1997, the state government signed the Sustainable Forest 
Management Licence Agreement (SFMLA) with 10 organisations from both private and 
corporate sectors pre-selected by the state government (Sabah State Government, 1998). The 
agreement is valid for 100 years licence period covering at least two investment cycles of 
approximately 25-40 years for each period. Under this agreement, there are no changes to 
land ownership which continues to belong to the state government. The selection of licensees 
was based on “those who are serious investors and subscribe to the policy and objectives of 
SFM in order to expand and enhance the existing capabilities of SFD” with the requirement to 
undertake the following (Sabah State Government, 1998); 
 Manage the area in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Licence Agreement 
 Prepare a Forest Management Plan 
 
73 
 
 Employ professionally qualified foresters and other personnel 
 Provide a Performance Bond15 of at least RM5 Million, 
 Provide 30% participation of Bumiputera16 of Sabah Origin in its equity shareholdings 
with preference for companies which have in-house expertise and research capabilities 
that will facilitate the implementation of SFM 
 Employ eco-friendly harvesting methods like Reduced Impact Logging (RIL) and Skyline 
yarding system 
 Have operations on enrichment planting, forest rehabilitation and silviculture 
 Be solely responsible for financing all costs and expenses 
 
The overall framework of SFM implementation and progress is presented in Figure 11. From 
the historical background and experience of managing the forest under the state government, 
the progress under current Sustainable Forest Management concept is open for more 
participation by other stakeholders including the corporate and private sectors. The 
stakeholder participation revealed to be crucial during the SFM implementation in various 
phases: throughout the discussion under integrated stakeholders participatory, during 
implementation by the different settings of FMU holders, the assessment through auditing, 
and the refinement process for the dynamic succession of the concept (Sinajin, 2005). 
  
                                               
15
 “The Performance Bond…was based on the total cost of putting SFM in practice at the Deramakot 
Forest each year.” (Sabah State Government, 1998) 
16
 Bumiputera (‘son of the soil’) is referred to the Malays and the native Muslims and non-Muslims of 
Sarawak and Sabah in a single category by the federal government (Shamsul, 2001 p. 364).     
 
74 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11: Framework of SFM Implementation in Sabah 
Source: Author’s construct based on various sources  
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5.2.1 Forest Management Unit (FMU) 
 
One of the main elements of SFM implementation in Sabah is the establishment of the Forest 
Management Unit (FMU). There are two references on the usage of FMU concept in Sabah. 
The first is referring to the overall administration of SFD under the 27 FMUs covering all 
categories of forests reserves and state land within the state. These FMUs are connected with 
the administrative districts which have been delineated based on their management history, 
relationship to districts and natural boundaries (Toh and Grace, 2007). Prior to the year 2000, 
the forest administration of Sabah was solely based on regional and district administration 
introduced during the colonial era. The second term for FMU area is related with an area 
managed by a SFMLA holder. It is managed through partnership with the state government 
and private sector, was made up of commercial forest reserves located in the various FMUs, 
within the state (refer Figure 3). The Forest Management Unit in this study is referring to the 
specific area of forest that covered by a Forest Management Plan and managed by FMU 
holders. The general arrangement of SFM implementation at the FMU level is guided by the 
legal framework, and supported by other management guidelines, to achieve the management 
output as presented in Figure 12.  
Figure 12: Arrangement of SFM Implementation at the FMU Level 
Source: Author’s construct 
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5.2.2 Sustainable Forest Management Licence Agreement (SFMLA) 
 
The SFMLA holders translate and implement the SFM policy at the FMU level based on the 
Sustainable Forest Management License Agreements (SFMLAs) that were signed with the 
state government. The agreement that was established based on Section 15 (1) of Sabah Forest 
Enactment, 1968 outlines the guidelines to manage the forest in a sustainable way. It is 
divided into four main parts as follows (Sulaiman & Anuar, 2005); 
5.2.2.1 Part 1 - Parties, Rights and Responsibilities 
 
This section discusses the definition and interpretation of terms in the agreement. Apart from 
defining the parties, rights and responsibilities related to forest management and protection, 
this section also articulates administrative matters involving various parties including 
government, local communities, employees, suppliers, contractors, buyers and shippers. Some 
topics comprise employment and recruitment, indigenous welfare, community development, 
training and courses and matters related to the welfare of workers such of the provision of 
health and insurance.  
5.2.2.2 Part 2 - Sustainable Forest Management 
 
This section stipulates the terms and technical description of the actual implementation of 
SFM on the ground. It is divided into three chapters with the key topics of follows;  
Chapter 1: Forest management planning; 
Chapter 2: Forest operations in natural forests (consisting of 2 sections) 
(1) Timber harvesting and reduced impact logging and 
(2) Silvicultural treatment and enrichment planting and; 
Chapter 3: Plantation development and operation. 
 
5.2.2.3 Part 3 - Royalty Matters, Penalties and other Contractual Provisions 
 
This section is a combination of administrative and technical matters associated with timber 
measurement, royalty assessment and payment, material breach and penalties, contractual and 
general provisions, records and audit, supervision, and specified other governing laws 
involving the State Laws of Sabah and Federal Laws of Malaysia that applicable to Sabah.  
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5.2.2.4 Part 4 - Annexes 
 
The Annexes contain the additional information of the license such of the map and boundaries 
of the licensed area, the list of prohibited and commercial species, the structure and contents 
of the forest management plan, compartment register, technical specifications for reduced 
impact logging and standards for silviculture
17
 and enrichment planting
18
. Other contents are 
including the important forms related to the list of trees marked for felling, log register and 
disposal of logs.  
5.2.3 The SFM Operations 
 
The major management prescriptions and long-term management planning specified in the 
SFMLA address the elements as stipulated in Table 12. The elements were categorized based 
on three main categories of technical issues, administration, and stakeholder management. 
The technical issues are mainly associated with the application of all forestry techniques and 
practice on the ground; ‘administration’ is referring to administrative activities of the 
organisation; while the ‘stakeholder’ aspect primarily relates to the prescription that deals 
with the involvement of relevant stakeholders.   
  
                                               
17 “Silviculture is identified as the art and science of controlling the establishment, growth, 
composition, health and quality of forest and woodlands to meet the diverse needs and 
values of landowners and society on a sustainable basis” (IUFRO, 2005). The example of 
activities undertaken under this program is liberation thinning and climber / bamboo cutting 
(SFD, 2007). 
18 Enrichment Planting refers to the artificial regeneration of forest area, which are severely 
degraded and improverished, of commercial regeneration. 
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Table 12: Major Management Prescriptions and Long-term Management Planning under 
SFMLA 
No Prescription Main aspect of 
operation 
1 Management of forest area according to the term and 
condition of the license agreement covering sustainable and 
environment-friendly harvesting, forest rehabilitation, 
silviculture, training, etc.  
Technical / 
Administration 
2 Preparation of a 10 years FMP to be approved by SFD before 
the commencement of any works on the ground 
Technical/Administration 
/ Stakeholders 
3 Preparation of EIA as an obligatory component of FMP Technical/Administration 
/ Stakeholders 
4 Preparation of detailed yearly operation plan under Annual 
Work Plan  
Technical/Administration 
/ Stakeholders 
5 Forest zonation according to land use function, mainly 
designated according to the specified criteria.  
Technical 
6 Protect designated conservation areas from commercial 
timber harvesting 
Technical 
7 Apply sound forest management practices, particularly 
reduced impact logging techniques to avoid unnecessary 
damage to soil, standing trees and natural vegetation 
Technical 
8 Conduct forest resource inventories and determine Annual 
Allowable Cut (AAC) 
Technical 
9 Not fell trees below 60 cm and above 120 dbh as well as 
prohibited species / fruit trees 
Technical 
10 Conduct operations for enrichment planting, silviculture 
treatment and plantation establishment 
Technical 
11 Forest protection by the licensee including the prevention of 
forest fire 
Technical 
12 Employment of  professionally qualified foresters and field 
workers  
Administration / 
Stakeholders 
13 Comprehensive recruitment, instruction and training 
programme; health and safety, and other welfare and facilities 
for employees  
Administration / 
Stakeholders 
14 Performances bond guarantees Administration 
15 Security of tenure and legal protection Administration 
16 Financing of all SFM costs and expenditure under the 
licensee’s responsibility  
Administration 
17 Include local communities in forest use, assist the government 
on community/labour development / welfare scheme 
Administration / 
Stakeholders 
18 Protection of native rights and privileges Administration / 
Stakeholders 
19 Third party assessment of compliance or non-compliance Administration / 
Stakeholders 
Source: Adopted from (Toh and Grace, 2007; Kollert et al., 2003)  
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5.2.4 Area under SFMLA in Sabah 
 
When the SFM concept was started in 1997, the area of the forest reserve covered under the 
SFMLA that was approved and managed by the FMU holders was approximately 2.28 million 
ha or about 63% of the total forest reserves area in the state. The figure slightly decreased in 
2004 when one of the SFMLA was revoked by the government due to non-compliance with 
the licence agreement. In 2007, the area managed under SFM increased, with more areas 
managed by the state government under SFD. By 2012, the total area managed under SFM is 
about 2.84 million ha or 78% of the total forest reserve in the state. 
Apart from the increase in areas managed under SFM, there was also a rise in the cumulative 
numbers of SFMLA/LTL signed by the state government. It began with only ten FMUs when 
it was introduced in 1997, and increased to 32 SFMLA/LTL in 2012 (Appendix 1 - FMU 
locality map).  There are three main categories of FMU holders based on the distinctive 
institutional settings, which include the State Government, State Enterprise and Private FMU 
holder. Figure 13 shows the number of FMU areas under the three different management 
categories with (9) under the state government, (1) LTL under state enterprise (8 FMUs), and 
(29) SFMLA/LTL under private FMU holders. The figure also indicates the sub-groups of 
FMU under the respective category based on the size of the area of the FMUs. 
 
Figure 13: FMU Area by Management Categories in Sabah 
Note: Number that shown in the columns indicating the number of FMUs under the sub group 
by categories of areas. 
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5.3 Stakeholders of SFM Implementation  
5.3.1 Potential Stakeholders Based on Forest Classification and Zonation 
 
The stakeholders can be persons, groups, neighbourhoods, organizations, institutions, 
societies, and even the natural environment (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997). The natural 
environment, under this study, is the conceptual centric of SFM, which brings the FMU 
holder and the stakeholder together into a relationship. The stakeholder can be latent, 
expectant, definitive and non-stakeholder or potential stakeholders, which is depending on the 
attribute of power, legitimacy and urgency that they dispose of (ibid). The classification of 
forest reserve was pre-determined by the state, while the forest zonation was determined by 
the respective FMU holders based on inventory and zonation according to different forest 
function and characteristic on the ground. The potential stakeholders are therefore based on 
their potential presence in the specified forest reserve or forest zonation, which is pre-
determined by the SFD or the FMU holders. The stakeholder can potentially be latent, 
expectant or definitive when it comes to their actual presence and attribute at the FMU level. 
The identification of the ‘potential stakeholders’ is essential and useful to avoid problems and 
improve the effectiveness in the organisation (ibid). The mechanism of forest classification 
and zonation is one of the important elements under SFM implementation at the management 
level. These mechanisms were used to envisage the different potential stakeholders based on 
their proximity, claims and interests with the specific forest classes and zonation. 
Generally, the land area in Sabah can be categorized under state property rights, private 
property rights and communal property rights (Toh and Grace, 2007). Forest reserves fall 
under state property rights with a total area of 3,606,646.57 or about 48.99% of the total land 
area of Sabah (7,362,000 ha). There are seven categories of forest reserve classification based 
on forest type and function (Table 6, p. 48). The specified categorization of forest function is 
indirectly related to the distinct group of potential stakeholder as shown in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Potential Forest’s Stakeholders by Forest Reserve Classes 
Class Type of Forest Forest Function and 
Description 
Forest User / potential 
stakeholders groups 
 
I Protection Forest Protection of watershed and 
maintenance of the stability of 
essential climatic and other 
environmental factors 
 State governments 
 Scientists 
 Public / Local 
communities 
II Commercial 
Forest 
Supply of timber and other 
produce contributing to the 
state’s economy 
 State governments 
 Industries / Traders 
 Local communities 
 Environmentalists 
III Domestic Forest Consumption of forest produce 
for local communities  
 State governments 
 Local communities 
IV Amenity Forest  Providing amenity and recreation 
to local inhabitants 
 State governments 
 General public 
 Tourists 
V Mangrove Forest Supplying mangrove timber and 
other produce to meet the general 
demands of trade 
 State governments 
 Industries / Traders 
 Local communities 
 Tourists 
VI Virgin Jungle 
Forest 
Forest research purposes and 
biodiversity conservation 
 State governments 
 Scientists 
VII Wildlife 
Reserves 
Protection and conservation of 
wildlife 
 State governments 
 Scientists 
 Tourists / Public 
Source: Author’s compilation based on the type of forest reserve classes under SFD.  
There are two types of forest management plans that operate the SFM concept at the FMU 
level (i.e. Forest Management Plan (FMP) and Conservation Area Management Plan 
(CAMP)). The FMP is based on the SFMLA requirement articulates the zonation of natural 
forest lands according to land capability and functions that encompass Conservation Area, 
Production Area, Community Area and Recreation Area.  The zonation is related to the 
terrain, degree of disturbance and accessibility of the forest areas.  The FMU zonation under 
Conservation Area Management Plan (CAMP) of FMU10 is based on conservation 
objectives, which are known as management zones. They are labelled as Conservation Area, 
Aquatic Protection Area, Forest Rehabilitation Area, Controlled Hunting Area, Eco-tourism 
Area, Adventure Tourism Area and Community Woodlots Area. 
The potential stakeholders of the FMU area are identified based on the prescribed function 
and management objectives of the stipulated forest zonation and their interests, community 
background and distance from the specified area. The stakeholder groups directly attached to 
specific forests classes and zonation encompass local communities, governments, industries, 
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the public, FMU workers, research, education institutions, and other non-governmental 
institutions. The specifications of CAMP and FMPs zonation and the potential stakeholders of 
the designated forest zones are presented in Table 14 and Table 15 respectively. 
Table 14: Potential Forest Stakeholders by Forest Zonation of CAMP Area (FMU10)  
Zonation 
 
Description Remarks Potential Stakeholder 
Groups 
1 Conservation  
Area   
All  intact  Hill  Mixed  
Dipterocarp  Forest (HMDF) 
and Lower Montane Forest 
(LMF) vegetation with an 
approximate area of 42,000 
ha 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Research institution 
 Educational institution 
 Conservationist 
2 Aquatic 
Protection  
Area   
All  water  bodies  (rivers  
and streams) and their buffer 
zones that  may cover an 
approximate area of 4,000 ha 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Fishery Department of Sabah 
 Research institution 
 Educational institution 
3 Forest 
Rehabilitation 
Area 
Mainly burnt and encroached 
areas covering an 
approximate area of 22,000 
ha 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Contractors for rehabilitation 
works 
 Research institution 
 Educational institution 
4 Controlled 
Hunting Area 
Ulu Monsok and Ulu 
Rompon area of extends over 
some 6,000 ha 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Sabah Wildlife Department 
 Research institution 
 Educational institution 
5 Eco tourism 
Area 
Covering the climbing trails 
that extend not more than 4.9 
km of climbing distance to 
the peak of Mount Trus Madi. 
The estimated area is  about 
1,000 ha 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Tourism Ministry 
 Tourist Operator 
 Tourist 
 Local community 
6 Adventure 
Tourism Area 
An Occupational Permit (OP) 
covering an area of less than 
10.63 ha operated by Borneo 
Jungle 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 Tourism Ministry 
 Tourist Operator 
 Tourist 
 Local community 
7 Community 
Woodlots 
Area 
A state land area on the north 
west outside  of FMU  10  
that  may  extend  not  more  
than  4,000  ha  to  be gazette 
under the Land Ordinance 
1968 
 Sabah Forestry Department 
 District Officer 
 Other local authorities 
 Politician 
 Local community 
Source: Author’s compilation based on CAMP (SFD, 2008). 
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Table 15: Potential Forest’s Stakeholders based on Forest Zonation of FMP Area 
 Conservation Area Production Area 
 
Community Area Recreation Area 
Description i. Areas over 25 degrees slope or 
ii. Areas with less than 25 degrees 
slope, with special importance for 
watershed protection, conservation 
of plant and wildlife habitat 
 
i. Natural Forest 
-Areas less than 25 degrees 
slope other than conservation 
areas 
 
ii. Timber Plantations (ITP) 
- Areas less than 15 degrees 
slope outside conservation area 
Areas in the direct 
vicinity of local 
community settlement  
No, or low conservation 
value and absence of 
valuable natural 
habitats 
Areas with high scenic and 
recreational potential, e.g. 
waterfalls, caves, rock and 
rivers) 
Low to moderate 
conservation zones 
High accessibility and low 
to moderate use by local 
communities 
Permitted 
Uses 
 Protection or for conservation of 
plant and wildlife habitat, focus 
on globally and locally 
threatened species. 
 Water catchments that contribute 
water resource to a human 
settlement 
 Non timber forest products if not 
interfering with protection 
function 
 Totally protected from 
commercial timber harvesting. 
 
 NFM -  Timber production 
by means of natural 
regeneration and / or line 
planting of high value 
timber species and the 
production of non-timber 
forest produce 
 ITP - Planting and 
management of short 
rotation / long rotation 
timber plantation, single or 
mixed species, high value 
indigenous or foreign tree 
species.  
 Local community to 
execute native 
customary rights,  
o timber  
o non-timber 
forest produce 
o hunting and  
o practices of 
other economic/ 
agricultural 
activities 
(agroforestry) 
 Shall be limited to 
development for local 
recreation and tourism 
o Nature or 
ecotourism 
o Urban recreation – 
bring nature to the 
people 
Special 
consideration 
SFD set a threshold of at least 15% 
of the total area to be demarcated 
and mapped as conservation zones. 
Protection against erosion by 
minimizing human interference on 
soil damaging activities 
Plantation shall be managed in 
conformance with Plantation 
Development Programme and 
standards 
Implementation of Reduced 
Impact Logging (RIL) methods 
Located in the vicinity 
of human settlements 
Little negative impact to 
environment, low 
infrastructure requirements 
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…continued (Forest Stakeholder by Forest Zonation under FMP Area)  
Zonation Conservation Area Production Area 
 
Community Area Recreation Area 
Special 
reference 
- Biodiversity Conservation in 
Sabah’s commercial Forest 
Reserves status and 
Development – SWD-CAP 
Papers, 2003 
- HCVFs  
- Biodiversity Conservation in 
Sabah’s commercial Forest 
Reserves status and 
Development – SWD-CAP 
Papers, 2003 
- RIL Guidelines, CHP 
- EIA guidelines for logging 
and forest clearance 
Activities (2002) 
- FSC / MC&I  Certification 
Standards 
 
- Biodiversity 
Conservation in 
Sabah’s commercial 
Forest Reserves 
status and 
Development – 
SWD-CAP Papers, 
2003 
- Hunting of games by 
rural communities – 
PACOS/SWD/DANI
DA 2002 
- Biodiversity Conservation 
in Sabah’s commercial 
Forest Reserves status and 
Development – SWD-CAP 
Papers, 2003 
Potential 
stakeholders 
groups 
 Government 
 Environmental based NGO 
 
 Government 
 Logging contractor 
 Local community 
 Environmental based NGO, 
Community based NGO 
 FSC 
 
 Local community 
 Community based 
NGO 
 Local government, 
FSC 
 
 Tourist 
 Tourist Operator  
 Tourism Minister  
 Local community 
 
Source: Author’s compilation based on FMP documentation of the selected FMU holders. 
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5.3.2 The Static Stakeholders of SFM implementation 
 
In this study, the analytical categorization of SFM stakeholders (Reed, 2008 p. 14) was done by 
referring to the main documentation for SFM implementation involving international, state and 
FMU level. These include the Forest Principles, Sabah Forest Enactment 1968 and the 
Sustainable Forest Management License Agreement (SFMLA), which were deliberately studied 
accordingly to identify and compare the static stakeholders under the SFM concept. The 
legitimacy of the stakeholders is based on the pragmatic reality (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997) 
that prescribed in the SFM documentation
19
. Table 16 shows the categorization of principal 
stakeholders based on the documentation of international, state and Forest Management Unit 
level. The details of stakeholder groups of the various categories are shown in stakeholder 
relation mapping of Figure 14 (Forest Principles), Figure 15 (Forest Enactment 1968) and Figure 
16 (Sustainable Forest Licence Agreement). 
Table 16: Different Level of SFM Stakeholders based on SFM Documentation 
Level International National / State Forest Management Unit 
References Forest Principles Sabah Forest Enactment 
1968 
Sustainable Forest 
Management license 
Agreement 
Main 
categorisation of 
Stakeholder 
 International  
 Regional 
 National 
 State 
 Private  
 Public 
 SFMLA Holders 
 State 
 Other Institutions 
 Public 
 Private 
Source: Author’s compilation based on SFM documentation  
 
5.3.2.1 Static Stakeholders Based on Forest Principles 
 
The static stakeholders based on the international documentation of Forest Principles for 
Sustainable Forest Management refer to communities from international, regional, national and 
state levels (Figure 14). These were further categorized as organizations and institutions, other 
individual or private sectors, governmental or non-governmental, and other interested parties at 
the national, state and forest level.  The organizations and institutions at international level are 
those who perform various consultancies, cooperation and collaboration efforts. 
                                               
19 The SFM documentation in this case is referring to the Forest Principles, Sabah Forest 
Enactment 1968 and the SFMLA/LTL agreement. 
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Figure 14: Static Stakeholders Based on the Forest Principles.  
Source: Author’s construct 
5.3.2.2 Static Stakeholders Based on the Legal Framework of Forest Enactment, 1968 
 
Figure 15 shows the static stakeholders based on the Forest Law of the state. The legitimate 
stakeholder arrangement is from the highest rank of the Head of the state followed by the 
relevant ministers, governments’ institutions, government departments, private sector and to the 
general public including the local communities. 
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Figure 15: Static Stakeholders Based on Forest Enactment, 1968 
Source: Author’s construct
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5.3.2.3 Static Stakeholder Based on Sustainable Forest Management Agreements 
 
Figure 16 shows the static SFMLA stakeholders based on the Sustainable Forest Management 
Agreement. Under the SFMLA documentation, the stakeholders can be further grouped into 
three main categories as Governmental, Internal stakeholders (FMU shareholders and 
workers), and others external stakeholder (Private, non-governmental institutions, public, 
local communities) 
5.3.2.3.1 Governmental Stakeholders 
 
The stakeholders under this group are shown in Figure 17. They comprise the state cabinet, 
state government departments, the federal government, and local authorities and government 
agencies. Further stakeholders under this category, which encompassed the inter-
governmental and governmental agencies of international, regional and state level are 
depicted in Appendix 2. 
5.3.2.3.2 Internal Stakeholders (FMU Shareholders and Workers) 
 
The internal stakeholders are encompassing the personnel under the FMU holders including 
shareholders, executives, and workers of different level based on their field of expertise. The 
various interests of stakeholders under this group are presented in Figure 18. 
5.3.2.3.3 Other Stakeholders 
 
The private sectors are made up of sub-groups involving the public and local communities, 
traders, consultants, consumers, NGOs, contractors and stakeholders as shown in Figure 19. 
5.3.2.4 Constellation of Static Stakeholders 
 
The overall constellation of stakeholders groups based on their legitimacy and power are 
shown in Figure 20. This legitimacy is based on their existence in the normative 
documentation that were referred; while the stakeholders’ power 
20
is based on the nature of 
hard or soft power that they have (Nye, 2004). The constellation of stakeholders is also based 
on Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, (1997)
21
. 
                                               
20
 The hard power is referring to command, coercion and inducement, which involve governments, 
economic and industry. The Soft Power is include of agenda setting, attraction, co-option, which 
belong to communities and others groups of stakeholders (Nye, 2004). 
21
 Stakeholder composition based on stakeholder salience theory that includes power, legitimacy and 
urgency of stakeholder Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, (1997). 
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Figure 16: Overall Stakeholders Based on SFMLA 
Source: Author’s construct   
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Figure 17: Governmental Stakeholders based on SFMLA  
Source: Author’s construct based on SFMLA 
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Figure 18: The Internal Stakeholders’ Main Concerns and Interests  
Source: Author’s construct based on SFMLA  
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Figure 19: Stakeholder Groups under ‘Other categories’  
Source: Author’s construct based on SFMLA
S
F
M
L
A
 
FMU Holders 
Communities / Public 
Community adjacent to licensed area   
Natives   
Parties with area impeded by licence area   
Buyer / Purchaser 
Local and Overseas    
Malaysian purchaser     
Contractor 
Registered survey   
Operators (Personnel / sub-contractors)   
Malaysian Contractors and suppliers   
Non-affiliated organisation 
Other Companies 
Neighbouring logging companies   
Other private companies with permission by 
director   Tourist / recreation   
Consumer 
Local   
Local Manufacturers / Domestic Industry   
Foreign Professional  service / forester supervision  
Joint venture - Shareholders 
NGOs 
 
93 
 
 
Figure 20: Constellation of Static Stakeholders Based on Power (hard, economy and soft), 
Legitimacy
22
 and Urgency 
 
Source: Author’s construct based on various sources
                                               
22 Legitimacy is referring to the stakeholders’ existence under the prescribed normative documentation.  
Constellation is based on Soft Power Theory of Nye, J. J. (2004) and stakeholder saliance theory  
of Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, (1997). 
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5.4 Legal Framework and Management Guidelines for SFM Implementation 
 
Apart from SFMLA documentation, the implementation of the SFM concept is subject to 
other guidelines and legal frameworks at international, regional, federal and state level. The 
documentation as reference material and guidelines for SFM implementation is specified 
differently by the FMU holders in their FMP, based on the relevance to their respective FMU 
area. All the documents are important as the normative and instrumental guidelines to achieve 
the objectives under the conceptual context of SFM. The lists of key references stipulated in 
the various FMPs are shown in Appendix 2. 
5.5 Stakeholder Relation Management (SRM) 
 
The stakeholder relation management of SFM implementation is associated with the 
management of internal and external stakeholder interaction so as to promote and support the 
attainment of SFM objectives at the FMU level. The SRM approaches relating to internal 
stakeholders are Quality Management System (MS-ISO 9000, MS-ISO 9001:2008) and 
Human Resource Development (HRD). The HRD covers workers training (Forest 
management training, Youth development schemes, community skills training, tree 
identification, Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) tags to label trees, Reduced Impact 
Logging (RIL) for supervisor and operator (tractor, chainsaw, hookmen), Sabah Log Grading 
Rules (SLGR), Safe and health work culture, Certification workshops, and supervision and 
motivational courses (SFI, 2012; RBJ, n.d).  Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and 
guidelines are ensuring that certain activities are carried out according to established 
procedures or guidelines and provide a means of assessing levels of compliance in relation to 
prescribed activities, such as planting, herbicide application, harvesting and occupational 
safety (Maxland, 2011). 
The SRM applied to the local community in different FMU consists of a variety of 
community forestry development projects to fulfil three main functions encompassing the 
safeguard of forest areas; contribution to the livelihood and welfare of communities living in 
and adjacent to SFMLA; and induction of sustainability in agricultural land-use practice 
(Timberwell, 2004). The community forestry made manifest by in-situ development 
(infrastructure, village rehabilitation, and socio-economic programmes), delineation of 
community forestry compartments (community use zone) and community woodlots 
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establishment. Other approaches of SRM are administered via inter-agencies involvement 
(dialogue, social baseline survey), direct community involvement (awareness campaign, 
provision for preferential employment through establishment of small holdings/small-scale 
village development projects (e.g. Oil palm, rubber);  integrated agro-forestry farming; 
sedentary farming, homestay programmes; and local ventures in various activities (e.g. river 
transportation, hunting trips, cultural performances, fruits/ oil palm harvesting). The strategies 
adopted for local community projects are including of the people centred approach (SFD, 
2007; Timberwell, 2004; SFI 2012 and RBJ, Undated). Joint forest management by the 
villagers and SFD encompasses planting of value timber trees, rattan, or bamboo planting 
(Timberwell, 2004). Contract forestry involves preferential employment in various forest 
operations or works as contractors for silvicultural treatment, rehabilitation, and other 
activities and compensated through regular payment from the ‘community forestry cess’ to 
finance community projects. The aims of the project are to provide farmers with cash income, 
while protection contracts under this project are also aim to prevent illegal logging and further 
encroachment into forest reserves (Timberwell, 2004). 
The Sabah Forest Industries (SFI) of FMU 7 has established its Corporate Social 
Responsibility Department to identify and address the needs of SFI stakeholders including the 
communities living adjacent to the licence area. The objectives of the CSR, among others, are 
to build the relationship with stakeholders and to improve the quality of life of communit ies 
living close to FMU area by increasing their socio-economic status, maintaining their cultural 
values, as well the attaining of SFM objectives on economy and environmental aspects (SFI, 
2012). Some programmes of the SFI’s CSR department are capacity building for livelihood 
promotion, which includes modular community development workshops; leadership training; 
handicraft training; NTFP programmes; Soft skills training; establishment of community 
based organisations; and Resource management (Tagal
23
). The community forestry 
programmes encouraging community participation in the management of an FMU area (NFM 
Area) include the Wildlife Awareness Workshop; the Fish Management System (Tagal) and 
the Handicraft development Programme. Other programmes are the Community based 
Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) which consists of game management, ecotourism, 
medicinal plants and other non-timber forest products (NTFP); Capacity building for 
                                               
23
 “The Tagal system comprises specific arrays of communally shared and accepted observances, 
rules and protocols in the management, conservation and sharing of benefits from traditional 
resources such as river, land and forest resources including  Sogia’an (cooperatively and communally 
owned properties).” (MTCC, 2012). 
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implementing CBRM and development of community’s land; and modular soft-skill training 
of the community involved in the CBRM.  The FMP indicates that the strategies to develop 
participatory programmes such as modular community development workshops, leader 
training and joint community resource management projects are conducted in collaboration 
with NGOs (e.g. PACOS Trust, Sabah Nature Club, WWF and various government and 
private agencies (SFI, 2012). 
The SRMs concerning the multi-interest stakeholder group include the inter agencies planning 
team (Management Planning Team, Management Planning Core Team and Resource Person 
Group, Field Planning Core Team, (SFD, 2008)). Other approaches are stakeholder workshop 
(local stakeholder workshops); Co-operation under the project steering committee (GRID 
project team, District Community Forestry Committee; close coordination with community, 
JKKK and respective government agency; participation in the community development 
project coordinated and mediated by governments and NGOs; and participation by invitation 
of NGO, e.g. PACOS Trust to coordinate the company’s community forestry programmes in 
the FMU area (Timberwell, 2004).  
The collaboration and co-operation between FMU holders and international institutions at the 
FMU levels are including development projects, consultancy, funding, research, education 
and training programmes. The programmes are implemented through Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU), contract agreement and various joint venture management 
committees. Some fields of collaboration include forest ecology and biodiversity, forest 
plantation, plant improvement and breeding, plant biotechnology, GIS development, tissue 
culture technique, operational experiment on logging practices, rehabilitation of logged over 
forest project and CO
2
 offset project under  Reduce Impact Logging (RIL) (Yayasan Sabah., 
1996). 
5.6 Assessment of SFM as Conceptual Centric  
 
The current development of SFM implementation in the state of Sabah can be assessed 
through various approaches. The SFD engage in the monitoring and assessment of SFM 
operation conducted by the district forest office, and by the MCEE unit who are directly under 
the purview of the Director of SFD. Third parties are also involved in the monitoring and 
assessment of SFM operation. It is to determine if the SFM operations at the FMU level 
comply with all SFM conditions and thereby can be awarded with a Compliance Certificate 
by the SFD. The third parties are also involved in the assessment for Forest Certification 
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carried out by certification bodies operating in the SFMLA area. This study was carried out in 
order to comprehend the stakeholder perceptions on the current implementation of SFM in the 
state. The stakeholders consist of various parties directly or indirectly involved with SFM 
operation on the ground. The assessment comprised technical issues, administration, 
management and the distinctive impact of SFM operations. The results from the assessment 
were based on approaches applied as follows; 
1) Questionnaire survey on stakeholders’ perception on the general impact of SFM 
operation towards it goals on economy, social and environmental aspects in the state. 
2) Q methodology involving senior forest officer on subjects related to the current 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level in Sabah. 
 
5.6.1 Assessment on Overall Performance of SFM Objectives  
 
The study on the stakeholders’ perception on the overall objectives of SFM implementation 
within the state was part of the questionnaire survey distributed to respondents of the multi-
interest group, who were directly or indirectly involved with SFM implementation at the 
FMU level.  The respondents comprised the Sabah Forestry Department staff (35, 33.65%), 
other government agencies (37, 35.58%) and the private sector (32, 30.77%) who were 
required to evaluate the current SFM performance towards its goals on economy, social and 
environmental aspects. The evaluation was based on the Likert scale with rating of agreement 
ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly not agree’ on the prescribed statements about the 
SFM goals. The results for the study are presented in Figure 21 (economy), Figure 22 
(environment) and Figure 23 (social).  The results show that the respondents agreed with most 
of the SFM objectives under environment elements compared with economic and social 
aspects. 
5.6.1.1 Economy 
 
There were 100 respondents who answered this question. Figure 21 shows that the highest 
percentage of the respondents agreed with SFM objective on maintaining long term source of 
timber and non-timber forest products in terms of both quality and quantity (74%). This was 
followed by the elements of diversified job opportunities, and income (72%) and forest 
harvesting continuing to contribute to the economic well-being of the state (70%). The lowest 
percentage of agreement was confined to the statement on the increased opportunities for 
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trade and marketing for forest-related products (67%), and the elements overall economic 
benefits from the forests to the public (65%). 
 
 
Figure 21: Stakeholders Perception on the element of Economic Objectives of SFM 
Source: Author’s data collection 
 
5.6.1.2 Environment 
 
 
Figure 22 presents the stakeholder perception on the environmental elements. Most 
respondents agreed with the element of environmental objectives of SFM implementation 
with the percentage of agreement accounting for more than 80% except for the components 
relating to safeguarding and preserving soil fertility (78%), and increased forest ability for 
self-restoration to its natural condition (76%). The highest level of agreement relates to the 
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conservation of water catchment areas (88%), the preservation of natural habitat (89%) and 
the species richness of wildlife (85%). 
 
Figure 22: Stakeholders’ Perception on element of Ecology Objectives of SFM  
Source: Author’s data collection 
 
5.6.1.3 Social 
 
The respondents’ perception on the element of social objectives regarding the implementation 
of Sustainable Forest Management at the FMU level in Sabah is shown in the Figure 23. The 
highest percentage of agreement on social objectives was confined to opportunities given to 
the stakeholders to express their opinion and concern about forest management (73%).  
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Figure 23: Stakeholders’ Perception on element of Social Objectives of SFM 
Source: Author’s data collection 
 
This is followed by the provision for recreation facilities and opportunity (71%), conservation 
of a unique or special site and features such as the cultural and spiritual sites (67%), and the 
provision of protection and safety of workers and community (68%). The lower level of 
agreement indicated regarding the accessibility of forest resources to local communities 
(33%), sharing information of forestry activities with the local communities (47%) and the 
overall acceptability of forest management activities from the broad range of the public 
(49%). 
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5.6.2 Assessing SFM Related Issues with Q Methodology 
5.6.2.1 Introduction  
 
The assessment of stakeholder perceptions on the SFM implementation using Q Methodology 
encompassed 20 senior staff members of the Sabah Forestry Department, who were directly 
involved with various duties and responsibilities related to forest management at the FMU 
level. There were three main criteria observed in deciding how many factors should be 
extracted from the data set of the study. These were identified using the Eigenvalues (EV) or 
the Kaiser-Guttman criterion, which determined the factors with an EV of 1.00 and above; the 
observation of ‘scree test’ in initial PCA extraction of the data and the observation of 
correlations between scores (see Appendix 6). The initial (three) factors using EV criterion 
showed a very high correlation among the factors indicated as alternative manifestation of the 
same factor (Watts & Stenner, 2012). This prompted a final extraction of (four) factors that 
are used in this study. This is based on the ‘scree plot’ with changes slope indicating the 
number of factors being extracted. There were five defining variables in factors 1 which 
explained a total of 18.61% of the variance, four defining variables in factor loading 2 
(14.62%), two defining variables in factor loading 3 (5.23%) and three in factor loading 4 
(16.42%). Table 17 shows the factor-exemplifying Q sorts for the four study factors while 
Appendix 3, shows the rotated factor matrix with the indicating defining sorts, the eigenvalues 
and variance of every loading. Appendix 4, Appendix 5 and Appendix 6 show the factor 
characteristics, standard errors for differences in factor Z-scores and correlations between the 
factor scores respectively. 
Table 17: Factor Exemplifying or Factor Defining Q Sorts for the Four Study Factors 
Factor No Q Sort Numbers Total Cumulative Total 
1 1,6,14,17,18 5 5 
2 3,8,13,16 4 9 
3 5,10 2 11 
4 9,19,20 3 14 
Compounded   0  
Non-Significant 2,4,7,11,12,15,  6 20 
Source: Author’s data collection 
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5.6.2.2 Description of Factor Loadings 
 
The factor arrays for the four-factor loadings are shown in Appendix 7. The summary 
explanations of item ranking for every factor are presented in Appendices 8-11. The 
Appendices 12-15 show the distinguishing statements for every factor and Appendix 16 
shows the consensus statements of the four factors.  
5.6.2.2.1 Factor Loading 1 - Optimist 
 
Factor 1 has an eigenvalue of 3.72 and explains 18.61 % of the study variance. Five 
participants were significantly associated with this factor. Two of them were DFOs, one 
ADFO, and one was an officer from the Headquarters of the department, while another one 
was an SFM officer. All participants had worked with SFD for more than 10 years and were 
experienced in their various roles within the department. 
They ‘highly agreed’ with the statement on effective implementation of sustainable forest 
management that was determined by the administration and leadership of the State Forestry 
Department (40:+6)
24
. The effectiveness was also related with the management of field staff 
who were directly involved in the implementation of the SFM concept on the ground (42:-6). 
They comprehended the positive outcomes of SFM to the forestry sector, which include the 
promotion of efficiency for the wood-based industry (1:+6) and increased opportunities for 
direct and indirect employment (9:+5). Also recognised among the benefits of SFM was 
safeguarding the archaeological, cultural and spiritual sites of the local communities; and also 
increased opportunities to meet the demands for non-timber forest products such of 
recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic value of the forest (6:+3, 8:+4). SFM is agreed 
for contributing more positive impacts relative with negative impact to the local communities, 
which  include the respect accorded to their rights and customs and provision of means to 
resolve disputes on matters that involved them (43:-6, 57:2). 
SFM can significantly enhance the harmonization of policy among different sectors in the 
state (31:+3). There are mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing, which enable impartiality 
of stakeholder participation in the implementation (7:+3, 17:+5). However, the mechanisms 
and communication strategy adopted in order to increase awareness and the mechanism for 
conflict resolution among the various stakeholders are prevailed to a lesser degree (56:0, 30:-
                                               
24
 40:+6 indicating number of statement (40) and the level of agreement at ranking (+6) 
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1). It was agreed that the implementation should encourage participation of the local 
communities, NGOs and the private sector in forest management activities (17:+5), which is 
important in finding solutions regarding the goals and recommendations of programmes and 
activities related to the implementation (47:0) and also to balance the disagreement among the 
stakeholders involved (49:-2). It is, however, esteemed unnecessary to implicate stakeholders 
in every meeting, especially when the agenda is not related to them (46:-3). It was also 
deliberated that there is sufficient capacity in terms of research and development with regard 
to SFM implementation at the FMU level (21:-5) and concurred that all documentation 
regarding the implementation should be readily available for reference by all stakeholders 
(45:+4). 
Figure 24 shows the distinguishing statements of factors 1, with the details provided in the 
Appendix 12. Five statements were ‘significant’ and ‘highly agreed’ compared by the other 
factors. The statements are related to the main outcome of SFM implementation, which 
include opportunities for employment in the forestry sector, provided opportunities to access 
information on forestry activities, security of archaeological, cultural, and spiritual sites of the 
local communities and enhanced policy synchronization with other sectors. They are 
optimistic about mechanisms for equitable sharing of forest management at the FMU level. 
The role of the Sabah Forestry Department is essential as a mediator for disputes involving 
stakeholders and FMU holders, and their relation with political leaders is vital to ensure the 
effectiveness of SFM implementation. In terms of stakeholder participation, they relatively 
agree that it should be able to increase transparency and accountability in forest management. 
This group ‘highly not agreed’ with the statement on the existence of socio-economic and 
gender inequality in stakeholder participation under the SFM implementation and likewise 
with the statement on the negative impact of SFM implementation towards the indigenous 
communities. 
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Figure 24: Distinguishing Statements for Factor Loading 1 (in comparison with the other Factor Loadings). 
Note: Statement at (+6) indicate at highly agreed and (-6) highly not agreed by the respective factor loading. 
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5.6.2.2.2 Factor Loading 2 - Pragmatist 
 
Factor 2 signifies an eigenvalue of 2.92 and explains 14.62 % of the study variance. Two 
DFOs, one MCEE and one SFM officer were significantly associated with this factor. All 
participants were also experienced with various tasks within the department. 
This factor also regarded the roles of efficient administration and leadership of the State 
Forestry Department as paramount in contributing to the overall effectiveness of SFM 
implementation (40:+6). Other factors comprised the close relationship between the Forestry 
Department and political leaders (41:+4), collaboration between the forestry department and 
FMU holders (35:+5) and effective human-resource management at the FMU level (42:-6). 
Adequate financial resources of the FMU holders and capital investment from the private 
sectors can accelerate the implementation of sustainable forest management (59:+6, 33:+4).  
The extent of FMU area could also influence the efficiency of SFM implementation (12:+4). 
The SFM policy to some degree encourages investment at the FMU level and likewise there is 
an assurance of incentives to encourage implementation on the ground (2:0, 28:-1). SFM can 
encourage income to the local communities (11:-1), nevertheless there is no guarantee for 
equitable benefit sharing of the forest to all the people of the state (3:-5). The implementation 
has neither recognized the rights and customs of the indigenous communities nor provided 
means to resolve disputes arising from issues that involved them (57:-5). There is no warranty 
for the claims on their customary land inside the forest reserves (18:-6). 
There has been no significant change in the level of awareness of SFM implementation 
among the stakeholders (11:-1).  Thus, discussion and negotiation with stakeholders as a 
method to resolving problems should be encouraged by the FMU holders (37:+3). This would 
include direct engagement to facilitate them with regard to their claims and interests (39:+3). 
Stakeholder participation is not essentially able to influence the decisions made during the 
consultation (48:-1), but any dispute could be resolved through the assistance of the Forestry 
Department as an important mediator between FMU holder and the stakeholder (38:+5).  
There is at present insufficient investment in the spheres of research, education and extension 
(22:-2), to foster an increase in capability in terms of adaptation to new technology introduced 
into forestry (23:-4). This has hindered research and development with regard to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level (21:+3). Local communities have traditional knowledge 
which supplements effective implementation of SFM at the FMU level, but it is practiced 
infrequently at the FMU level (44:+1, 24:-4). Some effort has been made to collect and study 
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the indigenous knowledge related to forest management at the FMU level (25:0). The SFM 
implementation at the FMU level not extensively provides incentive and mechanisms for 
human-resource development, including training opportunities for workers (26:-2, 54:-2). 
SFM implementation should result in a reduction in forest crime and offences (20:+2), but 
somehow forest-related laws and regulations are less understood by the local communities 
(13:-3). 
The distinguishing statements of factor 2 are displayed along with the other factors in Figure 
25 with the details presented in Appendix 13. There were seven statements whereby that 
‘significantly agreed’ by this factor, whilst six statements accorded a response with ‘high 
disagreement’ compared with the other factors.  The ‘highly agreed’ statements concern key 
factors towards effective SFM implementation, which comprise financial capital, the extent of 
FMU area and close relations between SFD and political leadership. This factor agreed with 
the roles of SFD as the important mediator on disputes involving FMU holder and 
stakeholders. They also agreed with three shortcomings of current SFM implementation, 
being capacity of research and development, effort to collect and record indigenous 
knowledge and changes in the level of awareness among stakeholders at the FMU level. The 
statements that were ranked as having ‘lower agreement’, in comparison with other factors, 
are related to the provision on incentive and mechanisms for human-resource development 
and supporting the local community livelihood. Other influential factors were research and 
education programmes on SFM implementation, comprehension of related forest law by local 
communities, equitable benefit sharing of forest revenue and the recognition of indigenous 
communities’ rights and customs by the FMU holders. 
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Figure 25: Distinguishing Statements for Factor Loading 2 
Note: Statement at (+6) indicate at highly agreed and (-6) highly not agreed by the respective factor loading. 
-6
-4
-2
0
2
4
6
Adequate financial capital is a key factor
affecting the success of SFM
implementation by the FMU holders.
The roles of SFD are important as
mediator on disputes involving FMU
holder and stakeholders on matters…
The extent of FMU area could influence
the effectiveness of SFM
implementation.
Close relationship between SFD and
political leaders are necessary to ensure
effective implementation of  SFM
There is insufficient capacity of research
and development with regard to SFM
implementation at the FMU level.
There is no effort to collect and record
indigenous knowledge related to forest
management at the FMU level.
There has been no change in the level of
awareness on sustainable forest
management among stakeholders.
SFM implementations provide incentive
and mechanism for human-resource
development at the FMU level.
SFM could uplift the livelihoods of local
forest communities.
There are research and education
programs related to SFM
implementation at the FMU level.
Forest-related laws and regulations are
understood by the local communities.
SFM brings equitable benefit sharing of
forest revenue to the people of the state.
FMU holders recognize rights and
customs of indigenous communities and
provide means to resolve disputes on…
Factor Loading 1 Factor Loading 2 Factor Loading 3 Factor Loading 4
 
108 
 
5.6.2.2.3 Factor Loading 3 - Idealist 
 
Factor 3 has an eigenvalue of 1.05 and explains 5.23 % of the study variance. Two SFM 
officers are significantly associated with this factor.  They recognize the role of the Forestry 
Department and other government agencies as necessary in discussing the different views 
among stakeholders and the FMU holder (52:+6), but, conversely, not as mediators in 
resolving problems among the parties concerned (38:-6). Effective implementation of SFM 
has greater bearing on the development and maintenance of physical infrastructure (60:+5), 
and the administration and leadership of the Forestry Department (40:5) rather than staff 
management at the FMU level (42:+3). The collaboration between the Forestry Department 
and the FMU holders is also vital to promote the success of the implementation (35:3). The 
requirement of financial investment from the FMU holder and the private sector, and the role 
of the relationship between the forestry department and the political leaders is regarded as less 
significant by this group compared with the other factor loadings (59:0, 33:0, 41:-4). 
The SFM progress advanced with the availability of various channels such as mechanisms to 
increase the level of awareness, information dissemination and dispute resolution among 
stakeholders (56:+6, 27:+5, 30:+4). There are opportunities for training and human-resource 
development (58:+3) and the employees’ welfare in terms of health and safety (55:+3). This 
contributed to the high level of awareness among stakeholders (14:-5). The HRD is no longer 
regarded as a critical need in the current implementation of SFM (36:-2). There are 
capabilities on adaptation to new technology introduced in forestry (23:+4), and on research 
and education programmes associated with SFM implementation at the FMU level (58:+4). 
Local communities are subjected to the negative impact of SFM implementation on the 
ground compared with other stakeholders (43:+1); however, SFM has the potential to ensure 
the supply of food and other necessities to them (5:+2).  
The implementation has not obviously secured archaeological, cultural and spiritual sites of 
the local communities (8:-3), and has not significantly increased opportunities for 
employment in the forestry sector (9:-2). Good participation processes should implicitly 
promote learning about balance and the importance of various forest uses (50:+4). There is, 
however, inequality on socio-economic and gender issues with regard to stakeholder 
participation (16:+2). The implementation has not encouraged participation of the local 
communities, NGOs and the private sector in forest management activities, or during 
discussion and negotiation for resolving problems related with implementation (17:-4, 37:-2). 
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It was less agreed that stakeholder participation disposed transparency, accountability and 
promotes awareness on SFM, as compared with the other factors (15:-3, 51:-3). It was also 
concurred that a personal or individual approach to communication with FMU holders is more 
efficient compared with representation by local leaders or associations and NGOs (53:2). 
Direct engagement through meetings, interviews and workshops is, however, does not 
necessarily facilitate the management of the stakeholders' interests (39:-1).  
It was agreed that there is traditional knowledge applied as a component in the 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level (24:+2).  Documentation related to implementation 
is not necessarily available for reference to all stakeholders (45:0). The SFM implementation 
does not essentially promote the adaptation towards forest certification (29:-1), and is not able 
to enhance the ability to predict long-term impacts of human intervention on the forests (34:-
6). 
The statements that were ‘significantly agreed’ at the higher rank, compared with the other 
factors are shown in Figure 26. The details of the distinguishing statements for factor 3 are 
depicted in Appendix 14. The statements are include the agreement on the availability of 
mechanisms and communication strategies to increase awareness; mechanisms for 
dissemination of information on SFM implementation; increase of capabilities on adaptation 
to new technology introduced in the forest; the provision of research and education, training 
and other human development programmes. They also significantly agreed that staff 
management and administration can influence the effectiveness of SFM implementation on 
the ground. It was believed that stakeholder participation through representation of local 
leaders or associations and NGOs is less effective compared with personal approach for 
submitting their claims to FMU holders. Other statements which attracted at a ‘higher rank’ 
by this factor are the presence of socio-economic and gender inequality in stakeholder's 
participation in SFM implementation and the availability of indigenous knowledge on forest 
management that applied at the FMU levels. The statements whereby relatively ‘less agreed’ 
compared by the other factors were connected with the necessity to implicate stakeholders in 
the discussion with FMU holders to find solutions on matters related to SFM implementation, 
and also the roles of financial capital towards the success of SFM implementation. 
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Figure 26: Distinguishing Statements for Factor Loading 3  
Note: Statement at (+6) indicate at highly agreed and (-6) highly not agreed by the respective factor loading. 
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5.6.2.2.4 Factor Loading 4 - Realist 
 
Factor 4 has an eigenvalue of 3.28 and explains 16.42 % of the study variance. There are three 
participants who were significantly associated with this factor. All of them were District 
Forest Officers in the different parts of the state. They conceded that successful 
implementation of SFM was connected with the leadership and efficient administration of the 
SFD (40:+6). The administration of the field workers also contributed to the effective 
operation on the ground (42:-6).  SFM is recognized as being able to enhance the ability to 
predict the long-term impact of human activities on the forest (34:+6). HRD is critical as a 
requirement for the implementation, which can increase the level of awareness and capability 
during operation (36:+4). Deficiency in the physical maintenance of infrastructure could be a 
constraint on implementation (60:-2). There is lack of traditional knowledge imparted which 
otherwise could facilitate effective implementation of SFM at the FMU level (44:-4). 
SFM has encouraged investment in the forestry sector (2:+3). Other outcomes of SFM 
implementation are the promotion of the adaptation towards forest certification, thereby, 
increasing transparency and accountability of forest management (29:+5, 15:+5). However, 
the lack of mechanisms for information dissemination could impede the opportunity to access 
information about forestry activities at the FMU level (27:0, 19:-2). The communities living 
nearby the forests could be positively affected in terms of an improvement in their living 
standards (10:+3). However, implementation does not necessarily increase opportunities to 
meet the needs for non-timber forest products such as recreational, cultural, religious and 
aesthetic value of forests (46:+2). Current procedures to ensure that health and safety 
regulations of FMU workers are inadequate (55:-1) and forest-related laws and regulations are 
understood by the local communities (13:+2). 
There is participation and coordination across various sectors in the discussion on the 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level (32:-1). Other than increased transparency and 
accountability, participation can also promote for awareness on forest management and 
planning (15:+5, 51:+1). This participation should be able to influence the decisions made 
during the consultation (48:+2). Thus, stakeholder participation is necessary in every meeting 
that is related to the SFM implementation (46:+2). Participation through representation by the 
local leader, association, or NGO is regarded as more effective compared with the personal or 
individual approach when communicating with the FMU holders (53:-6). One of the goals for 
stakeholder participation is to balance the disagreement among those involved (49:+4) and the 
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roles of the Sabah Forestry Department and other government agencies are relatively 
important when discussing the different views between stakeholders and the FMU holders 
(52:0). 
There were two significant distinguishing factors that ranked at ‘higher agreement’ compared 
with other factors Figure 27. These normative statements related to the role of SFM in 
enhancing the ability to predict the long-term impact of human intervention on the forest, and 
the role of stakeholder participation in promoting awareness of forest management and 
planning. The statements on the increased capabilities towards the adaptation of new 
technology introduced in the forest sector and the availability of mechanisms for equitable 
benefit sharing in forest management at the FMU level were ‘relatively agreed’ by this group.  
Other ‘less agreed’ statements concerned the role of SFD as the mediator on disputes 
involving the FMU holder and stakeholders and the importance of development and 
maintenance of physical infrastructures support for SFM implementation on the ground. This 
group returned an opinion with lower level of agreement on the negative impact of SFM 
implementation towards the indigenous communities, and the increase of opportunities to 
meet the needs for social functions involving recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic 
value from the forest. This group stated their opinion as ‘less agreed’ on the existence of 
traditional knowledge of the local communities that supplement to the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation on the ground. The details of the distinguishing statements for factor 4 are 
shown in Appendix 15.   
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Figure 27: Distinguishing Statements for Factor Loading 4 
Note: Statement at (+6) indicate at highly agreed and (-6) highly not agreed by the respective factor loading. 
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5.6.2.3 Consensus Statements 
 
There were eight significant consensus statements by all the factors as shown in Figure 28 
with the details as shown in Appendix 16. This includes the ‘high agreement’ that the 
effectiveness of SFM implementation at the FMU level is influenced by the administration 
and leadership of SFD. The collaboration between SFD and FMU holder was also agreed 
upon as vital to the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level. The statements that 
were agreed upon at the moderate level were related to the role of SFM in encouraging 
investment in the forestry sector at the FMU level. They also agreed that a ‘good 
participation’ process should be able to promote learning about balance and the importance of 
various forest uses, and stakeholder participation should be able to influence the decisions 
made during the consultation process.  The statements that were relatively ‘not agreed’ upon 
were related to ‘SFM has no influence towards the rural development in the state’, and also 
the statement that there is participation and coordination of various sectors in the discussion 
on SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
 
Figure 28: Consensus Statement 
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CHAPTER VI – RESULT (PART 2 – CORPORATE CENTRIC) 
6.1 Introduction 
 
This section presents the ‘corporate centric’ of stakeholder analysis on SFM implementation 
in the four selected FMUs in Sabah. This identifies stakeholder participation in the selected 
FMUs and to comprehend how the FMU holders carried out stakeholder relation management 
in their respective FMUs. Stakeholder identification and evaluation as presented by (Luyet et 
al., 2012) were applied as a comprehensive framework within which to implement 
stakeholder participation in environmental projects. The first section of this chapter introduces 
a description of the FMU objectives and operations, which include self-assessment on 
performance and capacity level of forest management planning and implementation by the 
selected FMU holders. The list of pre-determined stakeholders was based on interviews and 
discussions with the FMU holders, reports and other documentation, and the questionnaire 
surveys involving the FMU holders. The subsequent section explains how the different FMU 
holders executed stakeholder management in terms of stakeholder identification, stakeholder 
influence and relationships and stakeholder engagement. This is followed by an assessment of 
the stakeholders’ level of participation, information exchanges and the extent of conflict and 
co-operation between the FMU holders and their stakeholders. How the distinctive FMU 
holders prioritize different stakeholders based on their involvement in SFM operations at the 
FMU level; and the assessment of tools for stakeholder relation management, are also 
examined. 
6.2 SFM Operations of selected FMU Areas 
 
All four FMUs engaged in this study have a different management focus in their respective 
FMU areas. In terms of operations, however, they are similarly referring to the SFMLA and 
other management and technical guidelines. Under the SFMLA requirements, all FMU 
holders are obliged to prepare a Forest Management Plan as the device for SFM 
implementation at the FMU level.  In FMU10, the FMP is identified as Conservation Area 
Management Plan (CAMP) (i.e. the guidelines for management of the forest dedicated to 
conservation). FMPs are designated to achieve SFM goals under specified management 
objectives namely Natural Forest Management (NFM), Industrial Tree Plantation (ITP) and 
Agroforestry Plantation. The requirement for FMP covering all FMU operations is further 
detailed in the operational plan, involving every activity within the FMU area. The main 
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contents of FMP stipulated under the SFMLA, which comprise the Annual Work Plan 
(AWP), Forest Management Standards, Environmental Impact Assessment, Plantation 
Development Programme and Standard, Timber Licence Agreement Map and Specification 
for Reduced Impact Logging (RIL). The flow of the operational plans signifying the activities 
in the FMU area is shown in Figure 29. The chain of overall activities related to every 
management objective is presented in Figure 30; while other related programmes and 
activities undertaken by the FMUs are shown in Figure 31. The assessment of the chains of 
operational plans, programmes and activities under the FMU operations is necessary for 
stakeholder identification and the extrapolation of their interests for stakeholder relation 
management. The comprehensive FMP and other operational plans provide the technical 
guidelines for FMU operations, and also the layout of the stakeholders' responsibility chains 
for SFM implementation at the FMU level.  A clear understanding of the flow of FMU 
operations advances the identification of all potential stakeholders, and those who can affect 
or who will be affected by the SFM implementation on the ground. The collection of SFM 
operations identified through FMP, CAMP and other technical and management guidelines 
were listed as the basis for the questionnaire on stakeholders’ involvement in SFM operation 
at the FMU level. 
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Figure 29: Forest Management Plan and other Operational Plan under FMU Operation 
Source: Author’s construct based on FMP documentation 
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Figure 30: Chain of FMU Operation based on Prescribed Management Objectives of selected FMU Area 
Source: Author’s construct based on selected FMP/ CAMP documentation 
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Stakeholders Responsibility Chain of FMU operations 
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Figure 31: Other Related Programmes and activities undertaken by FMU Holders under their FMU Operations 
Source: Author’s construct based on selected FMP/ CAMP documentation 
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6.2.1 Current Progress and Stakeholders Participation in FMU Operations  
 
FMU operations are carried out based on prescriptions stipulated in the Forest Management 
Plan. All FMUs have their own objectives, which should deal with the long-term 
sustainability of the forest for production, environmental services and socioeconomic 
functions. Different FMU holders prioritize the SFM objectives and activities to be carried out 
in their respective FMU area differently. 
6.2.2 Objectives and Activities of SFM operations under the different FMUs 
 
In FMU3, the objectives to be achieved are connected with the three elements of economic 
production, environmental services and the socioeconomic function of the forest. The FMU 
holder is engaged with most of the SFM projects, but less involved with activities related to 
wood manufacturing, non-timber forest product and activities associated with recreation and 
ecotourism. The FMU holder does not agree with the statement on element of hunting as one 
of the activities in their FMU. The management of FMU7 is highly concerned with all of the 
SFM objectives in their FMU. Their activities are mainly related to the economic production 
function of the forest, which includes timber harvesting, timber marketing, wood 
manufacturing and industrial forest plantation. Lower involvement was confined to activities 
related to non-timber forest products, recreation and tourism. The FMU was also ‘highly 
involved’ in all activities related to environmental services, which are associated with the 
protection of water catchment areas, forest rehabilitation and the protection of biodiversity 
and wildlife habitats. FMU7 relatively associated with activities related to the socio-economic 
function of the forest, which includes culture, education, research, local community, 
recreation, and harvesting of forest product for the local community, but recorded a response 
of ‘not agreed’ with  hunting as an activity in their FMU area. 
The FMU10 is mainly oriented towards the protection of environmental services of the forest, 
which includes the conservation of water catchments, wild habitat, forest rehabilitation and 
biodiversity. They are not involved with activities related to the direct economic function of 
timber harvesting, except for non-timber forest production for the local communities, and 
activities related to recreation and tourism. The FMU entangled with activities related to the 
socio-economic function of the forest, including the element of hunting activity, which is 
specified in the CAMP. Cultural activity and timber production for the local community are 
‘not so much agreed’ upon within the FMU area. In FMU16, the main concern is with 
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activities related to the economic production of the forest with the exception of activities 
associated with non-timber forest products, recreation and tourism. The FMU is also highly 
concerned with activities related to environmental services and the socio-economic function 
of the forest with the exception of the element of hunting activity. Figure 32 shows the radar 
chart of the FMU holders’ agreement on programmes and activities in their respective FMU 
area with the details shown in Appendix 17. 
 
Figure 32: SFM Objectives and Activities in the Selected FMU Areas 
Note: 1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Natural, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
   
  
1
2
3
4
5
FOREST FOR ECONOMIC
PRODUCTION
Timber Production / Harvesting
Timber Marketing and Trading
Wood Manufacturing
Industrial Forest Plantation
Non Timber Forest Product
Recreation and Tourism
 FOREST FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES
Water Catchments
Forest Rehabilitation
Bio-Diversity
Wildlife Habitat
FOREST FOR SOCIO-ECONOMY
FUNCTION
Cultural
Education
Research
Local Community
Recreation / Ecotourism
Hunting
Community Timber Production
/ Harvesting
FMU 3 -Timberwell Sdn. Bhd
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest Industries
FMU 10 -Sabah Forestry Department
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat Berjaya (RBJ) – Maxland Sdn. Bhd. (Joint-Venture) 
 
122 
 
6.2.3 Overall Performance and Current Capacity Level for FMP and Implementation 
 
The self-assessment on overall performance and current capacity of the FMU holders for 
Forest Management Planning and implementation at the FMU level were based on the 
following key success indicators
25
;  
a) Staff responsibility for action 
b) Forest management and operation 
c) Project support and consultation 
d) Adaptive approach towards developing management strategies  
e) Financial support 
f) Achievement based on desired objectives 
g) Compliance based on SFD Auditing (SFM principles, SFMLA and other prescriptions 
FMP, PDP, ADP, AWP, CHP) 
h) Compliance with third party auditing (TLAS), and  
i) Certification progress of the FMU involved  
 
FMU7 ranked all the indicators at a ‘high’ level except for the certification progress that was 
ranked as ‘good’. FMU16 ranked all indicators at ‘good’, and ‘high’ on the compliance with 
TLAS auditing and certification progress. As for FMU3, most of the indicators were ranked at 
a ‘moderate’ level except for forest management and operation, which was ranked at ‘good’, 
and certification progress at a ‘low’ level. FMU10 shows a different level of performance and 
capacity on the indicators. The elements included focus staff responsibility; forest 
management and operation, adaptive approach towards developing management strategies, 
financial support and achievement based on desired objectives were ranked at ‘good’. The 
compliance based on SFD Auditing (SFM principles, SFMLA and other prescriptions FMP, 
PDP, ADP, AWP, and CHP), compliance with third party auditing (TLAS) and certification 
progress of the FMU were ranked at a ‘moderate’ level. The different level of performance 
and capacity level of the different FMUs are presented in Figure 33 and Appendix 18. 
                                               
25
 The key success indicators are adopted from capacity for conservation planning and management 
at the FMU level in FMU 10  (SFD, 2008) 
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Figure 33: Overall Performance and Current Capacity level for Forest Management Planning and Implementation 
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6.3 The Dynamic Stakeholders of Forest Management Unit (FMU) 
 
The FMUs scrutinized in this study have different stakeholders. They were identified through 
interviews with the FMU managers, discussion with relevant authorities and by referring to 
the respective FMP and other related reports. The list of focal stakeholders is presented in 
Table 18 along with the details of the stakeholder groups in Appendices 19-22.  The 
stakeholders identified under this section, which were directly associated with the FMU 
holders, are also considered as active or dynamic stakeholders of the respective FMU. 
Table 18: The Dynamic Stakeholders of Selected FMU Areas 
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah 
Forest Industries 
FMU 10 -
Sabah 
Forestry 
Department 
FMU 15 &16 -
Rakyat Berjaya 
(RBJ) – Maxland 
Sdn. Bhd. (Joint-
Venture) 
Stakeholder  Workers 
 Shareholders 
 Local 
Community 
 SFD  
 EPD 
 Fisheries 
Department 
 Agricultural 
Department 
 Sabah 
Wildlife 
Department 
 District 
Office 
 Police 
 Institute of 
higher 
learning 
 PACOS Trust 
 WWF 
 Sabah 
Women’s 
Action Group 
(SAWO) 
 Workers 
 Shareholders 
 Local Community 
 SFD  
 EPD 
 Fisheries 
Department 
 Agricultural 
Department 
 Sabah Wildlife 
Department 
 District Office 
 Sabah Museum 
 MTIB 
 NIOSH 
 Institute of higher 
learning 
 FSC  / MTCC 
 PACOS Trust 
 Malaysian Craft 
 Tourism Promotion 
Council 
 Sabah Foundation 
 SEEN 
 WWF 
 Sabah Women’s 
Action Group 
(SAWO) 
 Student 
 SFD Staff 
(HQ, FRC, 
District) 
 District  office 
 Sabah  
Wildlife  
Department 
 Sabah  Parks 
 Ministry  of  
Tourism  
 Sabah  
Fisheries  
Department 
 Sabah 
Biodiversity 
Center 
 LIGS 
 Donor 
 Other FMU 
holders 
 Contractors 
 Local 
Communities 
 Tourists 
 PACOS Trust 
 
 
 Joint Venture – 
Rakyat Berjaya 
Sdn. Bhd. 
 Shareholders 
 Workers 
 SFD 
 EPD 
 Certification body 
(MTCC or FSC) 
 Consultant (EIA) 
 Local Communities 
 
 
Source: Author’s construct based on interviews with FMU holders and other sources 
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6.3.1 Dynamic Stakeholder Arrangement of Different FMU 
 
The layouts of stakeholders’ arrangement are different among the selected FMU holders. In 
this study, the heuristic layouts of the stakeholders were identified based on the FMUs’ 
relation with stakeholders by signifying the theoretical setting of power, legitimacy and 
urgency. Further emphasis was designated to group the stakeholders based on the category of 
power relation involving hard and soft power of the different FMU as presented in Figure 34, 
Figure 35, Figure 36 and Figure 37. The stakeholders with ‘urgency’
26
 (marked with red) 
were identified mainly during interviews with the FMU holders, are also identified as the 
dynamic stakeholders of the FMU. 
The main characteristic of FMU10 (Figure 34) is that it is managed by SFD and the existence 
of other FMUs run by the same organization. All of the FMUs with distinctive background 
and locality have their own FMP and as well with different stakeholders at the FMU levels. 
The dynamic stakeholders of the FMU were identified within the various state government 
agencies, SFD staff, politicians, and businessmen, tourist operators, researchers and scientists, 
other private companies, local NGOs and the local communities. Similarly with FMU10, 
Yayasan Sabah under State Enterprise who owned FMU16 (Figure 35) is also involved in 
managing other FMU areas including the joint venture projects with other parties. The 
identified dynamic stakeholders under this FMU were the state government, local authorities, 
politicians, contractors, and farmers, local and international communities and NGOs and 
forest auditors. 
The FMU3 managed by Timberwell Sdn. Bhd. (Figure 36) was characterized as independent 
or stand-alone FMU with the shareholders as the key internal stakeholder of the company. To 
the dynamic stakeholders comprise the state government, local authorities, contractors and 
subcontractors, FMU workers, farmers, NGOs, local communities and SFM auditors. The 
FMU7 (Figure 37) of the Sabah Forest Industry is identical with FMU3 as an independent 
FMU with shareholders as the key stakeholders of the company. Other dynamic stakeholders 
under this FMU were the state government, local authorities, contractors and subcontractors, 
FMU workers, farmers, NGOs, local communities and SFM auditors.  
                                               
26
 Urgency is defined as the degree to which stakeholders’ claim call for immediate attention. It is 
based on two attributes of time sensitivity (the relationship or claim is a time-sensitive nature) and 
criticality (important or critical of claim or the relationship), which than will determine the dynamic 
stakeholder (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997).
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Note: The red font indicated the stakeholders with the higher degree of urgency  
 
 
Figure 34: The Dynamic Stakeholders of FMU 10 (Sabah Forestry Department) 
Source: Author’s construct based on interviews with FMU holders 
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Note: The red font indicated the stakeholders with the higher degree of urgency  
Figure 35: The Dynamic Stakeholder of FMU 16 (Joint ventures between Yayasan Sabah and Maxland Sdn. Bhd.) 
Source: Author’s construct based on interviews with FMU holders 
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Note: The red font indicated the stakeholders with the higher degree of urgency  
 
Figure 36: The Dynamic Stakeholder of FMU 3 (Timberwell Sdn. Bhd.) 
Source: Author’s construct based on interviews with FMU holders 
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Note: The red font indicated the stakeholders with the higher degree of urgency  
 
Figure 37: The Dynamic Stakeholder of FMU 7 (Sabah Forest Industries Sdn. Bhd.) 
Source: Author’s construct based on interviews with FMU holders 
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6.4 Assessing Corporate –Stakeholder Relation at the FMU level 
6.4.1 Stakeholder Relation Management Approach by Different FMU Holders 
 
FMU holders employ different approaches in managing stakeholder involvement and 
participation in their respective FMUs. The different approaches applied by the different FMU 
holders are presented in Appendix 23. The assessment of stakeholder relation management by 
the different FMU holders consisted of identification of stakeholders and their interests, 
stakeholder prioritizing, stakeholder influence, stakeholder relationship and stakeholder 
engagement.  
6.4.1.1 Identification of Stakeholders and their Interest 
 
The six approaches to identify stakeholders and their interests were the social baseline survey, 
personal experience, identification through other stakeholders, guidelines within the 
organization, professional services and directives by higher authorities within the organization 
(Figure 38). All the FMU holders agreed the application of these methods in their 
organizations. FMU7 and FMU10 had the same pattern of consensus towards all the 
approaches for stakeholder and interest identification within their FMUs.  
 
Figure 38: Identification of Stakeholders and Their Interests 
Note:   1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Moderate, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
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6.4.1.2 Stakeholder Prioritizing 
 
The approaches for stakeholder prioritizing included the social baseline survey, focus group 
meetings, personal experience, interviews, public consultation, formal memos and 
questionnaires (Figure 39). Except for FMU3, all the other FMU holders agreed with the 
approaches applied within their respective FMU area. FMU3 only indicated the agreement 
with two approaches namely formal memos and public consultation but did not agree with the 
questionnaire approach.  
 
Figure 39: Stakeholder Prioritizing 
Note:   1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Moderate, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
 
6.4.1.3 Stakeholder’s Influence   
 
The assessment of stakeholder influence was based on approaches including stakeholders’ 
power
27
, directives from higher authorities, and urgency of the stakeholders' requests, 
stakeholders’ proximity and the social baseline survey. The results indicate that all FMUs 
agreed with the approaches adopted within their FMU, however, the tool of the social base 
line survey was only applied by FMU16. Two approaches were ‘strongly agreed’ by FMU10 
and FMU16 respectively, which involved assessment of the stakeholder's power and the 
directives through a higher authority (Figure 40).    
                                               
27
 The ability  of  those  who  possess  power  to  bring  about  the  outcomes they  desire (Salancik  &  
Pfeffer,  1974 in Mitchell et al., 1997), or the ability to influence the behavior of others to get the 
outcomes one wants (Nye, 2004) which in this case is related with ‘position’ that a stakeholder holds. 
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Figure 40: Stakeholder’s Influence Assessment 
Note:   1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Moderate, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
 
6.4.1.4 Stakeholder Relations 
 
The stakeholder relation undertaken by the FMU holders were based on different approaches 
namely personal experience, workshop, interviews, public engagement, baseline survey and 
questionnaires (Figure 41).  The results indicate that all the FMU holders agreed with the 
application of the prescribed approaches within their respective FMUs. FMU7 and FMU10 
shared the same pattern of agreements with all the methods employed within their FMUs. 
FMU16 shows a high agreement on the approach of personal experience to assess the 
stakeholder relationship in their FMU. 
6.4.1.5 Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Stakeholder engagement encompass different approaches like meetings, workshops, dialogue, 
negotiation, interviews, capacity-building activities, social contact, public engagement and the 
baseline survey (Figure 42). Meeting and dialogue are two approaches that were ‘highly 
agreed’ by FMU16. Other FMUs agreed with most of the approaches at a ‘moderate’ to ‘high’ 
level, with the exception of the workshop method which was not agreed to by FMU3. 
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Figure 41: Stakeholder Relationship 
Note:   1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Moderate, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
 
 
Figure 42: Stakeholder Engagement 
Note:   1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 - Moderate, 4 - Disagree, 5 - Strongly disagree 
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6.4.2 Stakeholder Level of Participation  
 
The stakeholder level of participation can be identified based on the eight ladders of 
participation by (Arnstein, 1969 p. 217), which include manipulation, therapy, informing, 
consultation, placation, partnership, delegated power and citizen control. The manipulation 
and therapy are considered as non-participative or non-genuine participation, and, therefore, 
excluded in this assessment. There were 40 predetermined stakeholders who were identified 
for involvement in the SFM operation based on records, expert interviews and discussions 
with the FMU holders. It was found that the participation level of the stakeholders differed 
among the distinct FMUs (Figure 43). The distinctive participation levels of the different 
stakeholders in the respective FMU areas are shown in Appendix 25. 
The highest level of participation through ‘empowerment or supporting’ in all FMUs was 
confined to Sabah Forestry Department, the Environmental Protection Department and 
agencies responsible for auditing, monitoring and the certification programme. Other 
stakeholders with a high level of participation based on ‘empowerment or supporting’ and 
‘acting together’ in all FMUs included local communities, FMU workers, contractors and sub-
contractors, research institutions, and ministers from the federal government.  This was 
followed by financier/donor, shareholder, other governments’ agencies and police. The 
stakeholders that ranked with a lower level of participation based on ‘information’ or 
‘consultation’ was confined to the local and international NGOs, tourist and the army. 
The Sabah Forest Industries of FMU7 indicated the highest number of stakeholder groups 
(27) with a high level of participation based on ‘empowerment or supporting’. This was 
followed by FMU10 with (12), FMU3 (11) and FMU15 with (5) stakeholders respectively. 
FMU16 and FMU10 recorded high numbers of stakeholders being not ranked for any level of 
participation with (18) and (17) respectively. This signifies to a very low or non-existent 
participation of the respective stakeholders in their FMU area. 
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Figure 43: Stakeholder Level of Participation 
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6.4.3 Extent of Information Exchange with Stakeholders 
  
Assessment of the information exchange between the FMU holders and their stakeholders is 
based on the nature and frequency of information exchange between the FMU holders and 
their stakeholders which is shown in Appendix 26.  
6.4.3.1 Providing Information 
 
The information flow from FMU holders to their stakeholders is shown in Figure 44. FMU10 
and FMU7 provide information to their workers and SFD at a ‘very often’ rate. FMU7 also 
provide information ‘very often’ to local NGOs, manufacturers, the Sabah Wildlife 
Department, the EPD, research institution, the Sabah Forestry Institute, local communities, 
sub-contractors and shareholders. FMU10 provides information at ‘often’ rate to local 
communities and the head of the village, but only ‘sometimes’ or ‘seldom’ to other 
stakeholders.  The highest level of information provision under FMU3 is only at ‘sometimes’, 
which is confined to SFD, shareholders, manufacturers, contractors and workers. FMU16, on 
the other hand, ‘seldom’, provides information to the predetermined stakeholders. 
6.4.3.2 Receiving Information 
 
The FMU holder received information at a different rate from the different stakeholders 
(Figure 45).  FMU7 receives information at a ‘very often’ rate from local NGOs, the SFD, the 
Sabah Wildlife Department, manufacturers, the Sabah Forest Institute, research institutions, 
local communities, contractors and sub-contractors, workers and shareholders, and at ‘often’ 
rate from international NGOs, exporters, traders, suppliers, police, district officers, the 
certification agency, lawyers, the MTIB and donors. FMU10 receives information ‘very 
often’ from SFD and workers, followed by ‘often’ from the local communities and the head of 
the village. FMU3 and FMU16 receive information from their stakeholders at ‘sometimes’ 
and ‘seldom’ rate.   
 
137 
 
 
Figure 44: Extent of Information Exchange with Stakeholders 
(Provide) 
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Figure 45: Extent of Information Exchange with Stakeholders 
(Receive) 
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6.4.4 Extent of Cooperation and Conflict with Stakeholders 
6.4.4.1 Cooperation with Stakeholders 
 
The extent of cooperation between the FMU holders with their stakeholders is shown in 
Figure 46 and Appendix 27. FMU7 and FMU10 indicated cooperation with a high extent of 
influence from most of the pre-determined stakeholders as compared with FMU3 and 
FMU16. Cooperation with ‘a considerable extent’ of influence for both FMU10 and FMU7 
was in association with the certification agency, auditor, the Sabah Forest Institute, research 
institutions, local communities, the head of the village, sub-contractors, workers and 
financier. Cooperation with ‘a considerable extent’ of influence also involved the 
shareholders under FMU3 and FMU7. The stakeholders who were recorded as having 
cooperation with the FMU holders but with ‘low extent’ of influence were confined to the 
army, the police, lawyers and Timber Exporters Association of Sabah. FMU7 recorded the 
highest number of stakeholders with cooperation followed by FMU10 and FMU3. The 
FMU16 recorded the lowest number of having cooperation with any of the predetermined 
stakeholders and also indicated having cooperation with a ‘low extent’ of influence with the 
related stakeholders. 
6.4.4.2 Conflict with Stakeholders 
 
Figure 47 shows conflict relationship with the extent of influence between FMU holders and 
the pre-determined stakeholders. FMU7 indicated conflict to ‘a considerable extent’ of 
influence with local NGOs, district officers, the SFD, politicians, the media, local 
communities, the head of village and contractors. This was followed by having conflict 
relation to ‘some extent’ of influence with consultants and other local government agencies. 
FMU10 recorded conflict to ‘a considerable extent’ of influence with workers, ‘to some 
extent’ of influence with local communities and conflict relations ‘with no influence’ with 
contractors and sub-contractors. FMU3 recorded conflict to ‘a considerable extent’ of 
influence with shareholders and ‘to some extent’ of influence with the certification agency, 
third party auditors, local communities and the head of the village. FMU16 recorded a conflict 
relationship but with ‘no influence’ with stakeholders including workers, contractors, sub-
contractors and local communities. 
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Figure 46: Extent of Cooperation between FMU and Stakeholders 
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Figure 47: Extent of Conflict between FMU and Stakeholders 
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6.5 Supportive Elements for Stakeholder Relation Management  
 
The assessment of the supportive elements for stakeholder relation management tools was 
based on FMU holders’ level of agreement with the list of programmes, activities and 
documentation as depicted in Appendix 24. Different FMU holders showed a distinct level of 
agreement with the pre-determined elements that are relevant to their respective FMU (Figure 
48). 
 
Standard of procedure (SOP) was ‘strongly agreed’ as supportive tool for stakeholder relation 
management by all the FMU holders surveyed. Other components that were ‘strongly agreed’ 
upon as supportive tool by any of the FMU holders were the documentation involving Forest 
Management Plan/Conservation Area Management Plan, the Annual Work Plan, related 
government policies at the state and federal level, the Forest Enactment 1968, the 
Environmental Impact Assessment, Agreement and Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
and Contract Agreement. Programmes and activities that were ‘highly agreed’ as supportive 
tools for SRM by any of the FMU holders included the Forest Certification Programme, 
Company’s CSR, Human-Resource Development, research and education, and also the 
improvement of facilities and infrastructure at the FMU level. Other elements at ‘agreed’ to 
‘moderate’ level of support were related to other state and federal laws, Native Law and 
Customary rights, enhancement of media and technologies, and as well the involvement of 
relevant FMU association. 
The FMU3 ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with most of the prescribed elements as supportive 
for stakeholder relation management for their FMU area. FMU16 on the other hand ranked at 
‘agreed’ to ‘natural’ of most of the elements as being supportive to SRM, but ‘disagreed’ with 
the element of the forest certification programme. FMU10 and FMU7 gave different level of 
agreement for every element. FMU7 did not significantly recognize the facility and other 
infrastructure improvements as elements which could support SRM at the FMU level. Apart 
from the pre-determined elements, the FMU holders suggested other elements that can 
support for SRM, including capacity building, livelihood promotion and CBRM (by the 
FMU7), meetings and discussion (by FMU 10) and the involvement of the SFM committee 
(by FMU16). FMU10 also considered the role of internal management committee (see 
Appendix 19) within their FMU to be ‘strongly supportive’ for SRM.  
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Figure 48: Instruments for Stakeholder Relation Management 
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6.6 Stakeholder Involvement in SFM Operations at the FMU Level 
 
Figure 49 below shows the summary of some SFM operation, which were conducted at the 
FMU level. The bar graph indicates the total score of the number of predetermined 
stakeholders involved in that particular activity.  The total score was calculated from the 
completed check list which was completed by the four FMU holders (Appendix 45, pp. 324-
325).  The activities under community forestry were identified having the highest involvement 
of stakeholders.  This was followed by activities under forest conservation, preparation of 
development and management plans, forest protection programmes, administration, human 
resource development, research and development, and ecotourism programmes.  
 
Figure 49: SFM Operation at the FMU Level 
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6.6.1 Breakdown of SFM Stakeholders Based on Involvement in SFM Operations 
of the Selected FMU Areas 
 
The lists of the pre-determined stakeholder groups with the degree of their involvement in 
various activities associated with SFM operations under the different FMUs are shown in 
Figure 50. The higher score indicates the greater potential of the stakeholders to be involved 
in the various activities, in the FMU. The cumulated total score of stakeholders that involved 
with element of activities in all FMUs are shown in the figure. FMU7 indicates the highest 
number of stakeholders involved in various elements of activities carried out in the FMU area.  
This is followed by FMU10, FMU3 and FMU16 respectively.  
  
 
Figure 50: Involvement of Stakeholders in FMU Operations 
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6.7 Overall Stakeholder Ranking  
 
The overall stakeholder rating was based on the stakeholders’ involvement in various SFM 
operations at the FMU level. The pre-list operations consist of programmes and activities 
carried out by the FMU holder in their respective FMU area. The stakeholder ranking was 
based on the stakeholder involvement in the activities and programmes of SFM operations. 
The final weighted rank for every stakeholder was then calculated based on the averaged 
accumulated rank of the stakeholder as rated by the FMU holder involved in the study. 
R (S1)  =  ∑                            
N 
Where; 
R(S1)  Overall weighted rank of stakeholder 1 
FMU1... FMUn-1    Value of rank under different FMU holders (that is based on the   
number of  operations the stakeholder S1 involved in the 
respective FMU area) 
n + 1 
N 
 The number of FMU holders involved for the rating 
 Total number of FMU holders involved for the rating 
 
The stakeholder ranking based on their involvement in the FMU operations at the FMU level 
is shown in Table 19. The internal stakeholder of FMU workers was rated at the highest in the 
final ranking, which was based on their involvement in most operations at the FMU level. The 
second and third rankings were the SFD (District) and the SFD (HQ) respectively. The final 
ranking does not necessarily follow the individual FMU holder ranking. For instance in 
FMU7, SFD (District) and SFD (HQ) were ranked at (3) and (5) respectively, while ‘FMU 
workers’ and ‘local government agencies’ were actually ranked at the (1) ranking. Other 
stakeholders with higher ranking based on the weighted rank included contractors, local 
community, consultant, business and trader, researcher and scientist, and others state 
government agencies.   
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Table 19: Overall Stakeholders Ranking Based on Involvement in Various FMU Operations 
 
Stakeholder 
FMU 3 -
Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -
Sabah 
Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -
Sabah 
Forestry 
Department 
FMU 15 &16 
-Rakyat 
Berjaya 
(RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. 
Bhd. (Joint-
Venture) 
Total Score  
 
 
Final  
Rank 
(Based on 
total weighted 
Rank)  
1 FMU Holder / Workers 1 1 1 1 4 1 
2 Forestry Department (District) 2 3 2 2 9 2 
3 Forestry Department (HQ) 3 5 3 3 14 3 
4 Contractor 4 3 7 4 18 4 
5 Local Community 7 8 5 5 25 5 
6 Local Government  Agencies   13* 1 4 8* 26 6 
7 Consultant 5 5 11 8* 29 7 
8 Businessmen /Trader 7 7 13* 8* 35 8 
9 Researcher / Scientist 13* 10 6 8* 37 9 
10 Others State Government 13* 8 8 8* 37 9 
11 Manufacturer 7 10 13* 8* 38 12 
12 Shareholders 7 14 13* 5 39 13 
13 NGO (Local) 7 12 13* 8* 40 14 
14 International Bodies / Agencies 13* 12 8 8* 41 15 
15 NGO (International) 6 14 13* 8* 41 15 
16 Donor (Local) 7 19 13* 7 46 16 
17 Federal Government 13* 18 8 8* 47 17 
18 Others FMU Holders 13* 16 11 8* 48 18 
19 Donor (International) 13* 17 13* 8* 51 19 
Note: * - Indicated the last rank of stakeholders’ with least or no involvement in SFM operations under the respective FMU 
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CHAPTER VII – RESULT (PART 3 – STAKEHOLDER CENTRIC) 
7.1 Introduction 
 
The results of this section address the ‘stakeholder centric’ on the SFM implementation in 
Sabah.  There were two main groups of stakeholder, identified as the multi-interest 
stakeholder group and the local communities. The multi-interest stakeholder group consists of 
personnel from SFD and various government agencies, FMU employees, NGOs, consultants, 
educational and research institutions. The respondents from the local communities were 
residents of the villages within or on the fringe of the four selected FMU areas involved in 
the study. The stakeholder connection with the respective FMU holder and the SFM 
operation at the FMU level are discussed. These include the assessment of their main 
interests and concerns related to the forest or the FMU area, and the issues and problems 
associated with SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
7.2 Multi-interest Stakeholder Group  
7.2.1 Respondent Background 
 
Questionnaires were used to obtain the response from stakeholders on the current 
implementation of SFM in Sabah. The surveys were sent to 200 listed respondents of various 
institutions through online and printed copy. There were 109 returned by respondents, which 
represent 43.6 % response rate.  The final sets of answered surveys that could be analysed 
were 104. The breakdown of respondents is shown in the Table 20. About 70 per cent were 
from the government agencies, and the rest entailed non-governmental organizations, 
including FMU employees, consultants, industry and associations. The governmental body 
covers several departments, which are directly or indirectly involved in the SFM 
implementation. These include the State Forestry Department (SFD), Environmental 
Protection Department (EPD), Sabah Wildlife Department (SWD), Secretary of the Natural 
Resources office (SUHB), Sabah Foundation (YS), Sabah Biodiversity Centre (SBC) and the 
Malaysian Timber Industrial Board (MTIB), Universiti Malaysia Sabah (UMS), SUHAKAM, 
and Sabah Park. 
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Table 20: Respondents of Multi-Interest Stakeholders Groups 
Stakeholder group Frequency Per cent 
Cumulative 
Per cent 
Sabah Forestry 
Department 
  SFD 
Research and 
Education 
32 
3 
30.77 
2.88 
 
    
Sub Total 35 33.65 33.65 
Other Government 
Agencies 
  State Agencies 31 29.81  
Federal 
Agencies 
 9    
Sub Total 37 35.58 69.23 
Other Institutions   NGOs 5 4.81  
Associations 6 5.77  
Consultants 8 7.69  
Industries/FMU 13 12.50  
Sub Total 32 30.77 100 
TOTAL (n)   104 100  
 
The education levels of the respondents ranged from degree holders (50%), post graduate 
(26%), diploma holders (10%) and other certificates, including certificates from the Sabah 
Forest Institute (14%). Most of the respondents (75%) were male, with 32 per cent aged 
between 40-49 years, 25 per cent aged between 21-29 years, 24 per cent aged 50 years and 
above and 19 per cent were aged between 30-39 years. Some of the respondents had 
experience within their current positions with more than 10 years (39%) while most of the 
rest had worked for their current employer between 1 and 5 years (44%), 6 and 10 years 
(10%) and only (9%) had less than 1 years’ experience within their current field. Figure 51 
shows the respondents backgrounds based on their ages and levels of education. 
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Figure 51: Respondents Backgrounds’ of age and Education.  
n = 104 
 
7.2.2 Stakeholder connection with SFM at the FMU Level 
The stakeholder involvements in the various components of the SFM implementation at the 
FMU level, which were job-related, are shown in the Figure 52.  Most of the stakeholders 
were connected with SFM implementation owing to their relationship with governmental 
services (70%). Others were involved owing to the nature of their occupations in fields 
connected with environmental conservation (64%), forest management and conservation 
(64%), wildlife and biodiversity conservation (45%) and forest plantation and restoration 
(45%). Others were based on their relationships with employees or FMU contractors, forest 
communities, suppliers, forestry based associations, consultants, manufacturers, educations, 
researchers and tourism. Still others were connected with SFM with regard to a spectrum of 
activities such as forest harvesting, forest plantations, community forestry, trade and industry, 
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recreation, culture and tourism, agriculture, agroforestry and protection of environmental 
services. 
There were respondents who expressed their role as a partner with the SFMLA holders in 
managing the forest. Others indicated their connections stemmed from EIA, SFM monitoring 
and auditing, while there were also respondents who expressed their involvement in relation 
to communities living inside the forest reserves. 
 
Figure 52: Stakeholder Connection with SFM Implementation  
(n = 103) 
7.2.3 Influence Factors toward Involvement in SFM Implementation  
 
This section relates to factors affecting the responsibility and commitment of stakeholders to 
the implementation of SFM. Most of the stakeholders (77%) stated the objectives of good 
management of the forest as the primary factor of influence. This was followed by 
environmental conservation and protection (73%), conservation of forest biodiversity (67%) 
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conservation of water catchment areas (48%), forest education (42%), research (40%), job 
security (39%), tourism (38%), forest community (36%) and timber production (33%). Less 
affecting factors were confined to income generation, non-timber forest products, culture and 
customary right of the local community, land and agriculture (Figure 53). 
 
 
Figure 53: Influence Factors towards Commitment and Responsibility for SFM 
Implementation  
(n =103) 
7.2.4 Stakeholders’ Engagement with FMU Holders 
 
Most stakeholders have experience of engagement with the FMU holders through meetings, 
seminars and workshops (Figure 54). Affiliation through ‘meeting’ is the most common 
approach, followed by ‘workshop’, ‘letters of correspondence’, ‘direct interviews’, 
‘consultancy’ and ‘public and social relations’. The engagement approach least employed the 
stakeholders is that of social baseline surveys.  Different stakeholder group show different 
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approaches and level of engagement with FMU holders (Appendix 28). The ‘SFD’ and 
‘NGOs’ groups, for examples, are mainly engage through letter of correspondence and 
memorandum;  the ‘other government agencies’ involve mainly in HRD; while the 
‘association’, ‘consultant’ and ‘industries’ groups are mainly participate in meeting. The 
‘research and educations’ groups on the other hand are engage mainly through workshop and 
seminar. One can be involved in more than one approaches or a combination of any 
approaches of engagement with the FMU holders. 
 
Figure 54: Stakeholders’ engagement with FMU Holder 
n = 99 
 
7.2.5 Cooperation and Conflicts between Respondents and FMU holders 
 
In this study, there was a statistically not significant difference of cooperation among the 
three main groups based on nonparametric test using the Kruskal-Wallis (H(2) = 4.816 , p = 
0.090), with a mean rank of 43.07 for Sabah Forestry Department, 55.03 for Other 
Government Agencies and 56.92 for Private Sectors. There was also no significant difference 
in conflicts among the three groups with (H (2) = 1.585, p = 0.453), with a mean rank of 
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48.32 for Sabah Forestry Department, 54.57 for Other Government Agencies and 46.63 for 
Private Sectors. The result of the test using the Kruskal-Wallis is shown in Appendix 31. 
7.2.6 Stakeholder Approach for Problems Solving 
 
Figure 55 show stakeholder approaches to solving problems relating to SFM implementation. 
Most stakeholders agree that the State Forestry Department is highly supportive in solving 
issues and problems related to SFM implementation. This is followed by the involvement of 
other government agencies and relevant ministries, non-governmental bodies, and 
associations. Activities and programmes under education, research and forest certification are 
identified as having a higher level of support, followed by human resource development, 
Corporate Social Responsibility and physical infrastructure development. Most of the 
stakeholders agree that the dialogue is one of the useful tools in dealing with their claims and 
interests, apart from the role of media and technology.  
 
Figure 55: Programmes and Activities Approach for Solving Issues and Problems  
(n = 97) 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Forest Certification Programme
Enhancement of media and technology
Dialogue
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
Human Resource Development
Research
Education
Infrastructure development
Involvement of Sabah Forestry…
Involvement of others Government…
Involvement through Society /…
Involvement through Non-…
How the following programmes / activities can assist to solve 
problems and issues related with SFM implementation? 
Don't know / No opinion Not at all supportive
Slightly supportive Moderate supportive
Supportive Strongly supportive
 
155 
 
There were a small number of stakeholders who uphold the view that the involvement of non-
governmental organizations and associations, the role of media and technology, CSR and 
Forest Certification programmes are not at all supportive in dealing with their claims and 
interests. The distinct stakeholder groups show the different level of rating on the different 
supporting approaches for SRM as shown in Appendix 29. 
7.2.7 Supporting Elements for Stakeholder Relation Management 
 
The Forest Enactment is considered as the most important reference document and offers 
significant support in solving problems related to the implementation of SFM (Figure 56). 
The percentage of respondents who ranked this item as ‘strongly supportive’ and ‘supportive’ 
is (86%). This is followed by the government policies associated with SFM implementation 
(79%), the Sustainable Forest Management License Agreement (SFMLA/LTL) (75%) and 
EIA documentation (75%). Technical documents such as Forest Management Plan (FMP), 
Annual Work Plan (AWP), Quarterly Progress Report and Standard Operating Procedures 
(SOP) were also implicit in assisting problem solving and issues related to SFM.  
 
Figure 56: Supporting documentation for Stakeholder Relation Management  
(n = 97) 
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Other supportive documents were the Memorandum of Understanding, contract agreement, 
customary law, the Director Circular and other related laws such as Biodiversity Enactment 
and Wildlife Enactment. A small number of stakeholders are not aware and gave an answer of 
‘no comment’ on the documents of Quarterly Report, MOU and Contract Agreement. The 
levels of rating on the supportive documentation for SRM by the different groups of 
stakeholder are shown in Appendix 30. 
7.2.8 Participation Ladder of Stakeholders 
 
In this study, it was found that most stakeholders were involved in sharing information to 
understand the problems, and possible options, opportunities or solutions (93%). This was 
followed by those who gave consultations to provide information through analysis, options 
and decisions (50%). About (41%) agreed to collaborate with one another throughout the 
process to ensure that all their aspirations and concerns were taken into account. There were 
(22%) who agreed to act together in each aspect of the decision-making process, including the 
development of alternatives and the identification of the preferred solution. Only about (12%) 
who agreed of being empowered to influence the outcome of the final decision making 
(Figure 57). 
 
Figure 57: Participation Ladder of Stakeholders Based on the Typology by Arnstein (1969)  
n = 98 
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7.2.9 The Matrix of Stakeholders’ Perception on current SFM Implementation 
 
Different groups of stakeholders were identified based on their response to 18 Likert Scale 
questions concerning the current implementation of SFM (Appendices 33-42, pp. 292-301).  
There were 98 respondents out of the total of 104 (or 5 cases per variable), which was 
calculated based on excluded cases pairwise of the Principal Component Analysis with 
Oblimin Kaiser Normalization method, using the SPSS19 software. The reliability test for the 
98 cases based on Conbrach's Alpha value is 0.760 (Appendix 40). Six (6) matrix 
components were extracted based on the eigenvalues, which is greater than 1 and explained a 
cumulative of 68.99% of total variance (Appendix 37). The component matrix only regarded 
cases with a coefficient value that was higher than 40%. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 
sampling adequacy (KMOs) is 0.695 and the Bartlett's Test value is 653.7 (Appendix 41). 
The Factor loadings, based on the result of Principal Component Analysis, are shown in 
Appendix 38 (Pattern Matrix) and Appendix 39 (Structure Matrix). Table 21 below displays 
the results of six component of ‘Pattern Matrix’ with the attribute based on their response to 
the statement given. 
 
Table 21: Different Categorisation of Stakeholders Groups based on Perception of SFM 
Implementation at the FMU Level  
Apathetic (1) 
 
 FMU holder did not inculpate 
direct participation from the 
stakeholders. 
 FMU holder did not give 
respond to stakeholders’ 
claims. 
 SFM implementation did not 
influence attitudes of FMU 
holders and stakeholders 
towards forestry. 
 Participation did not promote 
awareness on SFM among 
the stakeholders. 
 
Optimist (2) 
 
 SFM produces positive 
result to the local 
community.  
 FMU holder provides 
opportunities to 
implicate stakeholders in 
SFM implementation.  
 SFM implementation 
ensures forest resource 
available for the future 
generation.  
 Information about forest 
activities are shared by 
the FMU holders. 
 
Advocate (3) 
 
 Involvement of stakeholder 
participation in every 
meeting. 
 Participation to balance the 
disagreement among the 
stakeholders  
 Good participation processes 
encourage learning about 
synergy on the multi-use and 
importance of the forests. 
 The important role of the 
Forestry Department and 
other government agencies 
as mediator. 
 
Note: n = 98  
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Cont.…Different Categorisation of Stakeholders Groups based on Perception of SFM 
Implementation at the FMU Level 
 
Inclusive (4) 
 
 The importance of 
stakeholder participation 
in finding solutions for 
implementation. 
 The effectiveness of 
participation through a 
personal approach (direct) 
in dealing with problems 
involving the FMU holder. 
 
Activist (5) 
 
 Forestry as 
environmentally sensitive 
compared to other sectors  
 The important roles of the 
Forestry Department and 
other government agencies 
as mediator. 
 
Pessimist (6) 
 
 The importance of 
cooperation between FMU 
holder and stakeholders to 
ensure the success of SFM 
implementation. 
 No clear guidelines or 
mechanism for effective 
relationship and participation 
involving FMU holder and 
stakeholder. 
 SFM implementation did not 
influence attitudes of FMU 
holders and stakeholders 
towards forestry. 
 
Note: (n = 98) 
7.2.9.1 Apathetic 
 
This group indicated that the FMU holder did not provide the platform for direct participation 
by the stakeholder in discussions and decision-making. Furthermore, the FMU holder did not 
respond to the stakeholders’ claims. They regard SFM implementation as having no influence 
on the FMU holder and stakeholder attitudes on forest management and planning. For them, 
the goal of participation did not promote awareness on planning and management of the 
forest. They were persuaded that there were no clear guidelines for effective relation and 
participation involving FMU holders and stakeholders. 
7.2.9.2 Optimist 
 
This stakeholder group recognizes the positive impact of SFM implementation on the local 
communities perceived as improving their living standards. SFM provides opportunities for 
stakeholders’ involvement through various activities related to its implementation at the FMU 
level. They regard SFM as a potential safeguard for forest land and resources, prolonging 
their existence for the future generations. The also optimistic that information on forest 
activities are shared by the FMU holders to their stakeholders. 
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7.2.9.3 Advocate 
 
The ‘advocate’ comprehends the role of stakeholder participation in contributing to the 
success of SFM implementation. Participation can help to balance diverse interests and goals 
of different stakeholders. The role of the Forestry Department and other government agencies 
are essential in discussing the different opinions among stakeholders and the FMU holders. A 
good participation process would encourage learning about the synergy of the multi-use and 
importance of the forests.  
7.2.9.4 Inclusive 
 
For this group, stakeholder participation is vital in providing solutions with regard to the 
goals and recommendations on programmes and activities related to SFM implementation. 
Participation through representation by local leaders, association or NGO, is considered to be 
less efficient compared with the personal approach of dealing problems with the FMU 
holders. 
7.2.9.5 Activist 
 
The ‘activist’ agrees that the forestry is environmentally sensitive compared to other sectors. 
The involvement of Forestry Department and other government agencies is acknowledged as 
being essential in discussions that involving different viewpoint expressed by stakeholders 
and FMU holders.  
7.2.9.6 Pessimist 
 
In contrast with the other groups, the concern is highly related to the insignificant influence 
of stakeholders’ participation in the decisions for SFM implementations, promoting 
awareness, and changing the FMU holders’ and stakeholders’ attitude towards forest 
management and planning. Availability of guidelines and mechanisms for efficient relation 
and participation related to SFM implementation at the FMU level is also contemplated. They 
were agreed the importance of cooperation between FMU holder and stakeholders to ensure 
the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
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7.3 Participation of Local Community in SFM Implementation 
7.3.1 Respondents Background 
 
The study of local communities as stakeholders involved in SFM implementation was 
conducted in villages
28
 located within or in the vicinity of the selected FMU areas.  There 
were eight villages involved in different location within the FMU areas as presented in Table 
22 with the localities are depicted in Figure 10, p. 72. There is a total number of 332 
respondents participated in the study. They were aged between 31-40 years (28.9%), 41-50 
years (28%), 50 years and above (24.7%), 21-30 years (17.2%) and 20 years and below with 
only (1.2%) respectively. In terms of gender, out of a total of 250 persons (76%) were male 
and 75 persons (24.0%) female. Most of the respondents were Christian (90.9%), followed by 
those with no religion (6.7%) and Muslims (2.4%). 
 
Table 22: Local Communities as Stakeholders of the Selected FMU Areas  
 Community Participation in SFM implementation  in Sabah 
FMU Area Villages Involved Response 
Per cent 
Response 
Count 
Kota Marudu Kg. Gana (81, 24.4%) 24.4% 81 
Tambunan / Sook Kg. Lupakon – Kaingaran (39, 11.7%) 
Kg. Sinua (47, 14.2%) 
25.9% 86 
Sipitang Kg. Sumambu (14, 4.2%) 
Kg. Alutok (33, 9.9%) 
Kg Tilis (35, 10.5%) 
24.7% 82 
Tongod Kg. Dewara (48, 14.5%) 
Kg. Mangkuwagu (35, 10.5%) 
25.0% 83 
 Total (n) 332 
 
Every village belonged to different ethnic groups and speaking different languages; with 
mostly are Dusunic community in FMU 10 (Tambunan), Murut in FMU 5 (Sipitang), 
Lingkabau and Paitanic Dusun in FMU 3 (Kota Marudu) and Sungei and Dusun Rumanau in 
Tongod. The overall breakdowns based on the tribes are Dusunic (53.3%), Murut (25.2%) 
and Sungei (25%). 
                                               
28
 Villages is identified as Kampung with the abbreviation of (Kg.) 
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About (93.9%) of the respondents were married.  Most of them (96.9%) were native to the 
villages, while only (3.1%) had migrated from other places, mainly for marriage reasons. The 
people of Kg. Gana in Kota Marudu were involved with the Gana Resettlement and 
Integrated Development (GRID) project, whereas previously they lived in distinct villages 
scattered across the Lingkabau Forest Reserve. Upon relocations to the resettlement area, 
they adopted the names of their former villages for their new homes being Kg. Linangkahan, 
Kg. Gouton, Kg. Nasapu, Kg. Minsusurud, Kg. Makatol Darat, Kg. Kipopogong, Kg. 
Garung, Kg. Sonsogon Paliu and Kg. Taguhu. The Kg. Mangkuwagu is directly involved 
with community forestry project undertaken by the Sabah Forestry Department in Hutan 
Simpan Pinangah. 
A total of (38.8%) of the respondents were educated to secondary school. This was followed 
by those with primary school education (35.7%), college and university (2.8%) while about 
(22.7%) had never attended school. The numbers in the family household were mostly with 
4-6 members (42.3%), followed by 7-9 (25.5%), 1–3 (19%), 10–13 (11.7%), and 14 and 
above (1.4%) respectively. There were 76 respondents (23.2%) having family members who 
had migrated to other places for the reasons associated with employment (53.5%), marriage 
(29.6%) and study (16.9%). The outward migrations were mainly to the urban areas of Sabah 
and Peninsular Malaysia. 
Most of the respondents were self-employed as farmers and housewives (91%) while there 
were also a few who are working in the government sector (4.5%); private sector (2.7%); 
business (0.6%); pensioner (0.3%) and students (0.9%). The household incomes were mostly 
in the range of RM400 and below (74.5%), RM 401 to 800 (20.9%), RM801 to 1200 (1.8%), 
RM1201-1600 (0.9%), RM1601-2000 (0.6%) and only 1.2% earned more than RM2000. 
About (98.2%) of the respondents indicated that they have no family member employed 
directly by the FMU holders. There were only six families (1.8%) who indicated of having 
family members worked with the FMU, in occupation related to logging, forest plantations, 
nurseries, and silvicultural work. There were two respondents who engaged in tourism 
activities in connection with the FMU area. 
7.3.1.1 Stakeholders Dependency and Frequency of Entering the Forest 
 
The respondents in this study presented varying levels of forest dependency and frequency of 
entering the forest. A total of 104 people (32.6%) entered the forests more than three times a 
 
162 
 
week, (31.3%) entered 1-3 times per month, and (30.1%) 1-2 times a week. There were also 
respondents who have never been entering the forest (6.0%). The villages with the highest 
number of respondents who entered the forest with high occurrence (more than three times a 
week) was confined to Kg. Mangkuwagu (81.8%) and followed by Kg. Sumambu (64.3%), 
Kg. Tilis (42.4%), Kg. Sinua (37%) and Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran (31.6%), while the villages 
with respondents who rarely entered the forest (1-3 times a month) recorded from Kg. Gana 
(60.8%); Kg. Dewara (38.1%); Kg. Sinua (34.8%) and Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran with (34.2%) 
respectively.   
Figure 58 shows the main reasons for the local community to enter the forest. The utmost 
reason was associated with the importance of the forest as source for fruit and food, followed 
by source of traditional medicines, wood and materials for house and boat making, and 
gathering of other non-timber forest products. The important forest products collected by the 
communities included resin, wood and material for the house and boat making, wild honey, 
rattan and bamboo, firewood, game animals and raw material for handicraft. Other reasons 
for entering the forest were associated with hunting, farming and recreational activities.  
 
Figure 58: Forest Importance to the Local Communities 
n = 331 
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The respondents of most villages ranked the importance of entering the forest for agricultural 
purposes as ‘very high’ and ‘high’ indicated by a percentage of 73% of the total respondents 
from all the villages. The respondents of Kg. Gana and Kg. Sumambu who rated the 
importance at ‘high’ to ‘very high’ rating, however, were only (25%) and (21.4%) 
respectively. The importance of entering the forest to take wood for housing materials was 
rated at ‘very high’ and ‘high’ by (60.70%) of the total number of respondents, with the 
respondents of Kg. Kaingaran/Lupakon recorded only (5.6%) of the total respondents, Kg. 
Gana (32.0%) and Kg. Sumambu (35.7%) respectively. The respondents who rated the 
importance of the forest for hunting as ‘very high’ and ‘high’ was more than (57.6%) of the 
total respondent, but with no record (0%) in Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran. Kg. Sinua recorded the 
importance as ‘very high’ and ‘high’ (28.9%) and (21.6%) in Kg. Gana.  
More than (71.07%) of the total number of respondents demonstrated the importance of 
entering the forest to collect food by applying a ‘very high’ and ‘high’ rank. The rating at 
‘low’ rank was recorded in Kg. Gana by (35%) of the total number of respondents in the 
village, Kg. Dewara (44.7%) and Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran (13.2%) respectively. The 
importance of collecting medicinal plants from the forest was rated at ‘very high’ and ‘high’ 
by (66.98%) of the total number of respondents, with record of (97.1%) out of the total in Kg. 
Mangkuwagu, Kg. Tilis (58.6%), Kg. Alutok (57.6%) and Kg. Dewara (55.3%).  
Entering the forest to collect non-timber forest products, which include material for 
handicraft was indicated as being very important by (66.98%) of the respondents who rated it 
as ‘very high’ and ‘high’ ranking. This included (88.2%) of the total number of respondents 
in Kg. Mangkuwagu, Kg. Alutok (71.9%), Kg. Tilis (69.7%), Kg. Dewara (48.9%) and Kg. 
Sinua (45.7%). The respondents of Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran, however, indicated the 
importance of forest for non-timber forest product harvesting at ‘moderate’ level (40%) and 
‘very low’ (40%) respectively. Most of the respondents of Kg Sumambu that is (50%) of the 
total number of respondents in the village also rated the importance for non-timber forest 
product at a ‘moderate’ level, while about (29%) of the respondents in Kg. Gana indicated the 
collecting of non-timber forest products at a ‘very low’ level. 
7.3.2 Stakeholder’s Interests and Claims on the Forest 
 
Figure 59 shows the interests and claims of the local communities associated with the forest 
managed by the FMU holder that were located adjacent to their village. The claims 
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comprised native customary right 
29
on land, old burial sites, farmland inside the forest, 
historical sites, a place to collect forest resources such as wood for housing, game animals, 
foods, medicinal plants and other non-timber forest products; and a place for activities such 
of hunting, recreation, and religious activities site.  
 
Figure 59: Local Community Claims on Forest 
n = 331 
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29
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response with about (29.5%) rated the claim at ‘very high’ level and (28.2%) at a ‘very low’ 
level respectively. 
7.3.2.2 Forest for Water catchment Area 
 
A total of 181 respondents (57.10%) rated their claim and interest on the importance of forest 
for water catchment area at a ‘very high’ level. This included respondents of Kg. 
Mangkuwagu (97.1%), Kg. Alutok (96.9%), Kg. Tilis (76.5%), Kg. Sinua (71.7%) and Kg. 
Dewara (55.8%). In Kg. Sumambu about (28.6%) expressed their claim at a ‘very high’ level 
and (42.9%) at a ‘high’ level. The respondents of Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran also showed a 
fusion on the claim at ‘very high’ (27.8%) and ‘high’ level (36.1%). While, the respondents 
of Kg. Gana, indicated their claim at a ‘very low’ level (48.7%) and only about (25.6%) rated 
at a ‘very high’ level respectively. 
7.3.2.3 Farm Land inside the Forest 
   
About (50.47%) or 161 of the respondents expressed their claim as ‘very high’ on their 
farmland inside the forest reserves. This claims was confined to respondents of Kg. 
Mangkuwagu (100%), Kg. Tilis (87.9%), Kg. Alutok (75.8%), Kg. Sinua (75.6%), Kg. 
Sumambu (50%) and Kg. Dewara (44.4%) while as for Kg. Gana, only (13.9%) indicated at 
‘very high’ and (39.2%) stated at ‘moderate high’. There were only (2.8%) of the respondents 
of Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran who expressed their claim at a ‘very high’ levels while (22.2%) at 
a ‘high’ and (19.4%) at ‘moderate’ level. 
7.3.2.4 Old Burial Sites 
 
There were 164 respondents (50.31%) who stated their claim on old burial sites inside the 
forest at a ‘very high’ level. This included Kg. Mangkuwagu (97.1%), Kg. Tilis (87.9%), Kg. 
Sinua (66.0%), Kg. Dewara (64.6%), Kg. Alutok (45.5%), Kg Gana (23.8%), Kg Sumambu 
(14.3%) and Kg. Lupakon/Kaingaran (10.8%). The claims at the ‘lowest’ level were confined 
to Kg. Lupakon Kaingaran (59.5%), Kg. Sumambu (57.1%), Kg. Gana (27.5%) and Kg. 
Alutok (24.2%). 
7.3.2.5 Source of Foods 
 
There were 160 respondents (50.16%) who rated their claim on the importance of the forests 
as a source of food at a ‘very high’ level. This included Kg. Mangkuwagu (93.9%), followed 
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by Kg. Tilis (82.4%), Kg. Alutok (75.8%), Kg. Dewara (53.2%), Kg. Sinua (54.5%), Kg. 
Gana (22.4%), Kg. Sumambu (21.4%) and Kg. Lupakon Kaingaran (18.4%). About (36.8%) 
respondents of Kg. Gana and (26.3%) in Kg. Lupakon Kaingaran expressed the importance of 
the forests as a source of foods at a ‘very low’ level. 
7.3.2.6 Traditional Medicines 
 
A total of 159 respondents (49.69%) highly rated their claim on the forest as a source for 
traditional medicines.  This included the respondents of Kg. Mangkuwagu (97.1%), Kg. Tilis 
(75.8%), Kg. Alutok (63.6%), Kg. Dewara (57.4%) and Kg. Sinua (56.8%). As for Kg 
Lupakon-Kaingaran, most of the respondents indicated the value at ‘moderate’ (61.3%) and 
‘very low’ level (25.6%), while for Kg. Gana about (38.2%) of the respondents stated the 
importance as ‘very low’ and (31.6%) at ‘very high’ respectively.  A total of (50%) of the 
respondents in Kg. Sumambu stated the importance at a ‘moderate’ level. 
7.3.2.7 Housing Materials  
 
A total of 145 respondents (45%) expressed their claim on the forest importance as the source 
for housing materials at a ‘very high level.  This included the respondents of Kg. 
Mangkuwagu (94.1%), Kg. Tilis (84.8%), Kg. Alutok (60.6%), Kg. Dewara (56.5%) and Kg. 
Sinua (55.6%). A total of (52.8%) respondents from Kg. Lupakon and (44.2%) in Kg. Gana 
stated their claim on the importance at a ‘very low’ level, while for Kg. Sumambu about 
(28.6%) of the total number of respondents expressed the importance at a ‘moderate’ level 
and (35%) expressed at a ‘high’ levels respectively. 
7.3.2.8 Hunting Area 
 
There were 141 respondents (44.62%) who expressed their claim as ‘very high’ on the forest 
importance as a hunting area. These include about (91.2%) respondents of Kg. Mangkuwagu, 
Kg. Alutok (81.1%), Kg. Tilis (67.6%), Kg. Dewara (58.1%), Kg. Sinua (37.8%) and Kg. 
Sumambu (35.7%) respectively. In Kg. Gana and Kg. Lupakon-Kaingaran most of the 
respondents put the claims at the ‘very low’ level which is (51.3%) and (43.2%) respectively.  
7.3.2.9 Non-timber Forest Products 
 
There were 137 respondents (43.08%) who indicated their claim on the importance of the 
forest as a source for NTFP at a ‘very high’ level. These included most of the respondents 
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from Kg. Mangkuwagu (91.2%), Kg. Alutok (72.7%), Kg. Tilis (56.3%) and Kg. Dewara 
(45.7%).  The respondent of Kg. Gana (42.1%) and Kg. Lupakon-Kaingaran (36.8%) stated 
the value of the forest for NTFP at a ‘very low’ level while in Kg. Sumambu, the claim was 
mainly at a ‘moderate’ (38.5%) and ‘high’ level (30.8%). 
7.3.2.10 Site for Historical Values 
 
The claim on the importance of the forests as a place of historical and custom values was 
highly rated by (38%) of the total respondents. They were mainly of Kg. Mangkuwagu 
(90.9%), Kg. Tilis (64.5%), Kg. Sinua (52.3%), Kg. Alutok (45.5%) and Kg. Dewara 
(37.0%). Respondents of Kg. Lupakon-Kaingaran, Kg. Gana and Kg. Sumambu rated their 
claim at a ‘very low’ level which was (66.7%), (38.8%) and (38.5%) respectively.  
7.3.2.11 Recreation and Religious Activities 
 
The importance of the forest for recreation and religious activity accounted for the least 
number of respondents who rated their claim at a ‘very high’ and ‘high’ level, which was 
only (35.03%) and (23.64%) of the total respondents respectively. The claim for recreational 
use was rated at ‘high’ by respondents from Kg. Mangkuwagu (73.5%), Kg. Tilis (64.5%), 
Kg. Sinua (46.5%), Kg. Alutok (45.5%) and Kg. Dewara (36.2%). In contrast, most 
respondents from Kg. Gana only rated the claim at ‘very low’ level (46.7%). The importance 
of the forest for religious activity was rated as ‘high’ by the respondents in Kg. Mangkuwagu 
(76.5%), Kg. Tilis (50.0% and Kg. Alutok (36.4%). Respondents from other villages rated 
this importance at a ‘very low’ level, which confined to Kg. Lupakon Kaingaran (66.7%), 
Kg. Gana (60.5%), Kg. Sinua (52.3%) and Kg. Sumambu (42.9%). 
7.3.3 Stakeholder Engagement with FMU holders 
 
Many of the respondents indicated that they had no experience of having any engagement 
with the FMU holders. The prescribed engagements include meetings, seminars, workshops, 
consultancy, interviews, dialogue, social baseline surveys, public relations, training, courses 
and also correspondence by letter. Direct engagement through meetings was an approach that 
involved many of the respondents, followed by interview, consultation, dialogue and public 
relation. Other approaches with minimal involvement from the communities include seminar 
and workshop, course and training, correspondence through letter and social baseline survey. 
Figure 60 shows the overall result of local community engagement with the FMU holder.  
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Figure 60: Local Communities’ Engagement with FMU Holder  
n = 328 
7.3.4 Contribution of SFM Implementation to the Communities 
 
The contributions of SFM implementation was perceived according to different aspects such 
as elevating the standard of living and creation of job opportunities; development and 
maintenance of physical infrastructure; increased opportunities in terms of human-resource 
development which include training and attending courses; changes of positive lifestyle; 
provision for health services and improving the quality of the surrounding environment 
(Figure 61). 
The respondents rated their overall perceptions on the contribution of SFM implementation to 
the communities at a ‘very low’ levels (40.07%), medium (20.24%), ‘low’ (18.86%), and 
high (12.12%) and ‘very high’ level (9.73%). Only a few respondents indicated the level of 
contribution ‘very high’ level, which was related to improving environmental quality 
(17.28%), uplifting the living standard (13.11%) and increased job opportunities for the 
communities (11.11%). Other contributions of SFM that rated at a ‘very high’ level involved 
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less than 10% of the total number of respondents. The contribution of SFM implementation 
that was rated at ‘very low’ by most of the respondents was confined to the provision of 
opportunities for human-resource development and attending courses (52.62% of the total 
respondent). This was followed by contribution on provision for health facilities (52.17%); 
contribution to improving the welfare of the communities (46.01%); contribution towards 
positive lifestyle changes (43.61%); and contribution towards the maintenance of 
infrastructure (40.92%). Other contributions of SFM implementation at the FMU level, as 
indicated by respondents during meetings and discussions with the author are related to the 
provision of housing and woodlot for rubber and paddy field cultivation; participation in the 
forestry community projects implemented by the State Forestry Department; provision for 
recreation facilities and development of infrastructure such of roads, bridges, schools and 
clinics. 
 
Figure 61: Contribution of SFM Implementation to the Local Communities  
n = 331 
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7.3.5 Issues and Problems associated with SFM Implementation 
 
Table 23 shows the issues and problems related to SFM implementation encountered by the 
different villages in their respective area. The issues were revealed by the communities based 
on the free listing answer provided in the questionnaire surveys and through dialogue and 
discussion sessions with the communities of the villages. 
Table 23: List of Issues and Problems related to SFM Implementation at Different Villages 
 Issues and Problems related to SFM 
implementation 
Kota 
Marudu 
Tambunan Sipitang Tongod 
 1 Claim for native land (NCR inside FR)        
 2 Status of the developed land under 
forestry community project is unclear 
     
 3 Dispute of land boundary with forest 
reserve  
        
 4 Water catchment inside FMU area      
 5 Lack of consultations from the FMU 
holder  
       
 6 Lack of interaction with FMU holder      
 7 Lack of cooperation with the FMU 
Holder 
     
 8 FMU holder did not respect local 
practice and tradition (Adat
30
) 
      
 9 Restriction for agricultural activities       
 10 Restriction to collect forest produce       
 11 Lack of road and infrastructure 
maintenance  
      
 12 Uncertainty of the sustainability of 
community forestry projects  
     
 13 Lack of understanding on the SFM 
implementation    
      
 14 Minimal understanding on SFM concept        
 15 Lack of job opportunities        
 16 Lack of involvement from  other relevant 
government / agencies 
       
Source: Based on open-ended questions of questionnaire survey, discussion and meetings 
with the local community  
                                               
30
 Under the MC&I (Natural Forest), “Adat means accepted norms and customs that govern the lives 
of indigenous communities, which include their way of life, basic values, systems of belief, codes of 
conduct, manners, conventions, agricultural and cultural practices according to which indigenous 
societies are ordered.” (MTCC, 2012) 
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7.3.5.1 The Claim of NCR inside Forest Reserves  
 
Most of the villages faced the issue of NCR claims. These were associated with disputes on 
the forest boundary, the claim of customary land and watershed area inside the forest reserve. 
This also involved the restricted entry into the forest to collect forest products for their own 
consumption and practicing farming activities. Some respondents stated that their land was 
‘occupied’ through forest reservation without any prior notice given. 
31
 
7.3.5.2 Implementation of Community Forestry Project  
 
There were two villages within the study site involved with ongoing forestry community 
projects
32
, namely Kg. Mangkuwagu and Kg. Gana. The issues arising related to the dilemma 
of the land status developed under the project, by the participants among the local 
communities.  The continuity and sustainability of the community forestry projects in the 
long run is a controversial issue. Some minor problems were related to the lack of supply of 
the rubber seedlings to be planted by the communities in the woodlots allocated to them. The 
respondents of Kg. Dewara complained of 'being isolated' by the authority, since their village 
was not involved in the community forestry project that was introduced to their neighbouring 
villages. 
7.3.5.3 Relationship with the FMU Holders 
 
Problems related to communities’ relationship with FMU holders included the low level of 
cooperation, lack of consultations and close relationship. There was a lack of direct 
engagement during discussions with the communities. There were also claims that the FMU 
holder had not respected local communities' customs and traditions. Some FMU holders 
commenced activities without prior consultation with the local community. 
7.3.5.4 Contribution of SFM Implementation under FMU 
 
The problems related to the contribution of SFM implementation undertaken by the FMU 
holders are associated with the lack of infrastructure development and maintenance (e.g. such 
of roads). The issues are also related with the lack of provision for job opportunities among 
                                               
31
 The provision of notice to be given to the resident during forest reservation is written under Section 
6 and 8 of the Sabah Forest Enactment, 1968.  
32
 The Forest Community Projects is undertaken directly by the Sabah Forestry Department. 
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the local communities.  Environmental pollution, especially water pollution during the 
logging operation, was another negative effect endured by the community.   
7.3.5.5 Understanding on SFM Concept among Stakeholders 
 
Many of the respondents expressed their limited understanding of the concept of SFM and its 
implementation at the FMU level. Respondents indicated an absence of cooperation with the 
FMU holders due to their limited understanding on the SFM concept. The FMU holders did 
not provide mechanisms to give insight to the communities on matters related to SFM 
implementation. 
7.3.5.6 Involvement of Other Agencies 
 
This issue is associated with the lack of contribution by other agencies, primarily from the 
government bodies in providing solutions to problems faced by the communities, especially 
associated with their claim on land and NCR matters. 
7.3.6 Conflict and Cooperation between Stakeholders and FMU Holder 
 
The relations of cooperation and conflict between the communities with the FMU holders 
varied significantly from one to another. The analysis based on nonparametric test using the 
Kruskal-Wallis (H), shows a statistically significant difference in levels of cooperation 
among respondents of the four FMU areas with (H(3) = 28.321, p = 0.000), with a mean rank 
of 121.10 for Kota Marudu, 154.62 for Tambunan, 179.19 for Sipitang and 190.56 for 
Tongod. There is also a significant difference in conflict among the respondents of the 
various FMU with (H (3) = 85.814, p = 0.000). The mean rank is 226.60 for Kota Marudu, 
175.86 for Tambunan, 105.59 for Sipitang and 126.62 for Tongod (Appendix 32).  
7.3.6.1 Low Conflict with Mix level of Cooperation (Kota Marudu) 
 
The village where respondents recorded a high level of cooperation coupled with a low level 
of conflict was confined to the respondents from Kampung Gana in Kota Marudu (Figure 
62). The number of respondents who indicated their cooperation with the FMU holder at a 
‘very high’ level was (27.5%). This was followed by cooperation at a ‘high’ level (3.75%), 
moderate (36.25%), low (6.25%) and a ‘very low’ (26.25%) levels. In terms of conflict, about 
(64%) of respondents indicated a ‘very low’ levels of conflict with the FMU holder. This was 
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followed by those with ‘moderate’ (24.36%) and ‘low’ levels of conflict (10.26%). The 
respondents who expressed a ‘high’ conflict relationship with the FMU holder were (28.1%). 
 
Figure 62: Low Conflict with Mix Level of Cooperation 
Note: 1-Very high, 2- High, 3-Moderate, 4-Low and 5-Very low 
 
7.3.6.2 High Conflict with Low level of Cooperation (Tongod) 
 
Respondents from Tongod district indicated a relationship of high conflict with low 
cooperation (Figure 63). About (42%) of respondents from this district indicated their 
cooperation with the FMU holder at a very low level. This was followed by those with low 
(39.51%) and a moderate level of cooperation (8.64%). The respondents who indicated with 
having a ‘very high’ level of cooperation were only (1.23%) and ‘high cooperation’ (8.64%). 
In terms of conflict, about (31.65%) of the respondents revealed a very high level of conflict, 
followed by high (24.05%), moderate (12.66%), low (22.78%) and very low levels (8.86%). 
 
Figure 63: High Conflict with Very Low Level of Cooperation 
Note: 1-Very high, 2- High, 3-Moderate, 4-Low and 5-Very low 
 -
 10.00
 20.00
 30.00
 40.00
 50.00
 60.00
 70.00
Very High High Moderate Low Very Low
Kota Marudu, n = 80 
Cooperation
Conflict
 -
 10.00
 20.00
 30.00
 40.00
 50.00
Very High High Moderate Low Very Low
Tongod, n = 81  
Cooperation
Conflict
 
174 
 
7.3.6.3 Very High Conflict with Low level of Cooperation (Sipitang) 
 
The respondents from Sipitang district evaluated their relationship with the FMU holder as 
having a very high degree of conflict (Figure 64).  The relationships with ‘very high’ conflict 
were indicated by (62.67%) of the total respondent in the village, followed by ‘high’ (5.33%), 
‘medium’ (8.00%), ‘low’ (6.67%) and ‘very low’ (17.33%). In terms of cooperation, it was 
recorded at a ‘very low’ level by (41.89%) of the respondents. This was followed by low 
(21.62%) and moderate level (32.43%). The respondents who expressed their cooperation at a 
‘very high’ and ‘high’ level are constituted only (2.70%) and (1.35%) of the total 
respectively. 
 
 
Figure 64: Very High Conflict with Low Level of Cooperation 
Note: 1-Very high, 2- High, 3-Moderate, 4-Low and 5-Very low 
7.3.6.4 Moderate level of Conflict and Cooperation (Tambunan) 
 
The respondents associated with the implementation of FMU10 in Tambunan and Sinua 
ranked the level of cooperation and conflict with the FMU holder at a moderate level (Figure 
65). The proportion of respondents who indicated the cooperation at a very high level was 
(13.95%) followed by high cooperation (8.14%) and moderate (19.77%), while cooperation 
at low and very low level was (25.58%) and (32.56%) respectively. In terms of conflict 
relationships were recorded at very high levels by (22.9%) of the respondents followed by 
high (13.95%), moderate (3.49%), low (20.93%) and very low level (32.56%). 
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Figure 65: Mix Level of Conflict and Cooperation 
Note: 1-Very high, 2- High, 3-Moderate, 4-Low and 5-Very low 
 
7.3.7 Problem Solving on the Issues of SFM Implementation 
 
Figure 66 charts the communities approached in dealing with issues and problems related to 
the implementation of SFM at the FMU level. The approaches are, ‘community level 
approach’, ‘expert-based through the SFD’, ‘representative-based approach through 
community leaders’ (political leader, district officials, WKAN and KAN), ‘inter- 
governmental approach’ that includes other government agencies; and ‘representative-based 
through associations and NGOs’. 
7.3.7.1 Community Level  
 
The community level approach for solving problems related with SFM implementation is 
based on the community meeting organized under the head of the village or the chairman of 
the village committee.  Most respondents have been integrated in this approach with a ‘very 
often’ rate (23%), followed by ‘regularly’ (34%), ‘sometimes’ (22.7%) while respondents 
who ‘rarely’ and ‘never involved’ accounted for (10%) respectively. The communities of the 
villages in Tongod were mainly involved with this approach followed by the communities of 
the selected villages in Kota Marudu. 
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Figure 66: Approaches for Problem Solving by Stakeholders   
N = 327 
7.3.7.2 Community Leader and other Representatives  
 
In this approach the community brings their concerns through their leader or representatives 
to solve their problems. These leaders are political representatives, district officer, Natives 
Chief (KAN) and the representatives of the Native Chief (WKAN). Under this approach, 
respondents answered ‘very often’ (14.72%), ‘often’ (23.31%), ‘sometimes’ (18.71%), 
‘rarely’ (26.38%) and ‘never’ (15.95%). This approach was mainly practiced in the 
communities of the villages in Tongod and to a lesser extent, the communities of the villages 
in Sipitang. 
7.3.7.3 Expert-based  
 
This approach addressed the Sabah Forestry Department as the expert point of reference to 
which the communities can convey their problems. The respondents estimation of a ‘very 
often’ rate within this approach is (6.44%) followed by ‘often’ (25.46%), ‘sometimes’ 
(19.33%), ‘rarely’ (19:33%) and ‘never’ (28.53%). This approach mainly referred to the 
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communities of the villages in Kota Marudu and Tongod, as compared with the other FMU 
areas. 
7.3.7.4 Other Government Agencies  
 
Community members also liaise with other departments such as the Land Office and other 
government agencies in dealing with their problems. The respondents associated with this 
approach with ‘very often’ (3.99%), ‘often’ (11.14%), ‘sometimes’ (24.23%), ‘rarely’ 
(18.40%) and ‘never’ (37.73%). The communities of the selected villages in Tongod were 
mainly involved with this approach followed by the communities in Sipitang. 
7.3.7.5 Association and NGO's Representatives  
 
Solving issues and problems with the assistance of associations and NGOs is another 
approach with (5.52%) of the respondents estimate as ‘very often’, followed by ‘often’ 
(17.79%), ‘sometimes’ (19.2%), ‘rarely’ (16.87%) and ‘never’ (38.65%) respectively. This 
approach was also confined to the communities in Tongod compared with the other areas. 
7.3.8 The Roles of Third Parties  
 
Most of the respondents indicated the involvement 
33
 of other parties to assist them in forest 
matters and provide support to approach or communicate with the FMU holder. This included 
the State Forestry Department, other local government agencies, politicians, NGOs, 
international bodies, associations, and other relevant agencies (Figure 67).  
                                               
33
 The involvement is related with the capacity and responsibility of the organisation to provide 
governmental or societal services. 
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Figure 67:  Involvement of Other Parties by the Local Communities 
Source: Author’s construct based on discussion and observation 
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7.3.9 Overall Stakeholders’ Perception Based on Experiences of Before and After 
SFM Implementation 
 
Figure 68 shows the perceptions of stakeholders from all of the villages on the overall impact 
of SFM implementation. The respondents presented their perceptions based on comparisons 
of their ‘experiences’ in two different ‘eras’ (i.e., before and after the SFM concept was 
introduced and actively implemented in their respective areas). The ‘experiences’ 
encompassed the frequency of entering the forest, perception on the changes regarding the 
importance of the forest, the surrounding environment, facilities and infrastructure 
development, relationship with neighbours, and the level of socio-economic livelihood. In 
terms of forest dependency, the indicators of frequency of entering the forest, and the 
perception of the importance of the forest for their livelihood in terms of food, medicinal 
plants, materials for house construction, raw material for handicraft, and also the importance 
of the forest for water and recreation were taken into account.  
There were about 90.2% of the respondents who used to enter the forest at ‘moderate’ to 
‘very high’ frequency before the SFM was implemented, compared with only 57.2% after the 
SFM was introduced. The percentage of the total respondents who indicated the importance 
of the forest at ‘moderate’ to ‘very high’ before the SFM was implemented was higher than 
post-implementation; with the significance of the forest as a source for food at 92.3% 
(before), and 60.9% (after). The other considerations were hunting 92.3% (before) / 48.9 % 
(after), as a source for medicinal plants 85.8% (before) / 55.4% (after), as a source of 
materials for house construction (89.5 % (before)/ 53.8 % (after), as a source of raw materials 
for handicraft (87.6% (before)/ 53.5 % (after), and the important as water resource (85.9% 
(before)/ 50.9 % (after). The indicators of ‘surrounding view’ and ‘peacefulness’, ‘recreation 
activity’, and ‘harmony with neighbours’ follow the trend, with more respondents recorded at 
‘moderate’ to ‘very high’ before the SFM was implemented as compared with post-
implementation. The perception on development of facilities (e.g. road, bridge, etc.), rate of 
job opportunities, working environment, the amount of income, job security and opportunity 
for learning and attending courses, were indicated by a higher number of respondents who 
rated at a ‘moderate’ to ‘very high’ level after the SFM was implemented as compared with 
the period prior to the SFM implementation.  
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Figure 68: Overall Stakeholders’ Perception Based on their 
Experience of Before and After SFM Implementation  
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Frequency of entering the…
Food
Hunting
Medicine
Material for house construction
Material for handicraft
Water
Surrounding view
Recreation activity
Peacefullness
Facilities (road, bridge,…
Job opportunity
Working environment
Amount  of income
Job security
Learning opportunities
Harmony with neighbours
Overall perceptions on the level of socio economic of 
the community before the implementation of SFM 
under FMU; n =320 
Very Low Low Moderate High Very high
Percentage of Respondents 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Frequency of entering the forest
Food
Hunting
Medicine
Housing construction
Material for handicraft
Water
Surrounding View
Recreation facilities
Peacefulness
Facilities (road, bridge, etc.)
Job opportunity
Working environment
Ammount of income
Job security
Learning opportunities
Harmony with neighbouring
Overall perceptions on the level of socio economic of 
the community after the implementation of SFM 
under FMU; n =328 
Very Low Low Moderate High Very high
Percentage of Respondents 
 
181 
 
CHAPTER VIII - DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION 
 
The implementation of the Sustainable Forest Management concept has been progressing in 
Sabah since it was introduced about two decades ago. The advancement has embraced the 
managerial and technical aspects of the implementation at the FMU level. The SFM 
implementation was started in the Deramakot Forest Reserve (DFR) with the assistance and 
collaboration of the Federal Government and international support of the German Agency for 
Technical Cooperation (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit [GTZ]) in 
1989. SFM includes the ‘multiple-use of forest’ concept, that comprises many aspects of 
forest functions including timber extraction, fulfilling the needs of the indigenous people 
groups who live within and on the fringe of the forest, wildlife habitats, scientific research, 
environmental education, ecotourism, and other activities (SFD, 2011). Under the current 
implementation of SFM, the approach incorporates landscape management within a wide 
range of uses such as ecosystem management and high conservation value forest (SFD, 2007).  
There were two factors that prompted the adoption and implementation of the SFM concept in 
all forest reserves of Sabah in 1997. The first factor was the realization of and reaction to the 
negative impact of timber policy and practices in the past, which were “exploitative in nature” 
and brought consequences of forest resource depletion, forest degradation and decrease in 
state government revenue (Sabah State Government, 1998). The second factor was related to 
the successful implementation of Sustainable Forest Management by the Sabah Forestry 
Department in Deramakot Forest Reserve (Sabah State Government, 1998; SFD, 2011). The 
Deramakot Forest Reserve has been recognised as ‘the first, the longest and the oldest tropical 
rainforest’ to be certified as a ‘well managed forest’ under the certification scheme of the 
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) (SFD, 2011). The SFM policy is highly supported by the 
state government, which piloted the concept and established an environment for its 
implementation at the management level. This was achieved through the adoption of relevant 
strategies, laws, policies, planning and assessment systems, science-based tools, standards, 
procedures, and guidelines, which would support and foster the concept (SFD, 2010). 
The lessons learnt from, and the success of the ‘top-down’ government approach under the 
Deramakot Model have persuaded the state government to transfer the experience to other 
forest reserves within the state. Several factors were identified as contributing to the success 
of the implementation. These were political will and stability, state and federal government 
support, international assistance and collaboration, including financing and expertise, 
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leadership and commitment of the Sabah Forestry Department, and the dedication of all 
stakeholders who engaged in the process (SFD, 2011). The feasibility of SFM standards as 
outlined in the Forest Management Plan (FMP), and the clear guidance through 
documentation such as the one laid out in the Comprehensive Harvesting Plan (CHP) and 
other manuals and technical guidelines were also vital for the success of implementation. 
Apart from the technical aspects, such as the application of Reduced Impact Logging (RIL) 
practices,  human aspects,  which are related to knowledge and skill, strict supervision, close 
monitoring and auditing, and multi-stakeholder participation were also identified to be  key 
elements to the achievement of SFM implementation in the Deramakot Forest Reserve (SFD, 
2011; Tay & Chong, 2005).  Experiences drawn from the DFR have been spectacular in 
directing the implementation of SFM all over the state, with special assertions related to 
technical matters as well as the provision of relevant documentation for SFM such as FMP, 
CHP, RIL and AWP.  
There are currently 46 Forest Management Units operating under SFM principles managed by 
three different institutional categories, namely the state government, a state enterprise and the 
private sector. The Sabah Forestry Department is directly engaged in the implementation of 
SFM in 9 FMUs under various types of forest reserve. These include the Commercial Forest 
Reserve (Class II) and other forest reserve classes. The state enterprise engaged with SFM 
implementation is known as Yayasan Sabah, a commercial arm of the state government. It 
was allocated an area of about 972,766 ha of forest areas (8 FMUs) that is being managed 
under SFM principles for various purposes including timber production, conservation, forest 
plantation and agroforestry (Yayasan Sabah, 1984). The FMU holders under the private sector 
have been entangled as the principal partners of the state government in managing the 
Commercial Forest Reserve (Class II) in various FMU areas throughout the state. There are 
29 FMUs managed by private companies under the Sustainable Forest Management Licensee 
Agreement (SFMLA)/Long Term Licensee Agreement (LTL) that signed with the state 
government. All the FMUs have differences in terms of historical background, size of area, 
physical and geographical features as well as the communities that present within the 
respective FMU. These divergences and the discrepancy of institutional arrangements among 
the FMU holders have conspicuously influenced the progress of SFM implementation in the 
different FMU areas. The implementation of the SFM concept by the distinct FMU holders 
differ greatly from the Deramakot model and other FMU areas that are entirely under the 
purview of the State Government.  
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8.1 Background of the Study Area 
 
This study surveys four selected FMU areas managed by the different institutional categories 
and aims at comprehending the interrelation between the SFM concept, FMU holders, and 
stakeholders at the FMU level. The first FMU area was FMU10, located in Trusmadi Forest 
Reserve. It represents a forest area under the Protection Forest Reserve (Class I), which is also 
directly managed by the Sabah Forestry Department with the main objective of conservation. 
It is bordered by three (3) forestry districts, namely Tambunan, Keningau, and Ranau, and 
covers a total area of 74,736 ha. The forest administration is subject to the Keningau and 
Tambunan district forest offices. The management objectives allow for a limited non-
conservation use of ecotourism, controlled hunting, a planned community woodlots use and 
includes non-commercial forest use (SFD, 2008).  The other three FMUs are within the 
Commercial Forest Reserve (Class II) and managed for natural forest management (NFM) 
and industrial timber plantation (ITP) for final timber harvesting. The second study area, 
FMU16, is located in Tongod district and managed under the state enterprise of the Yayasan 
Sabah concession area. The specific part of FMU16 that is included in this study is located 
inside the Sg. Pinangah Forest Reserve (Class II) with an area of about 5,000 ha. It is 
managed under a joint-venture agreement between Yayasan Sabah and Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
with the management objectives of industrial timber plantation (Maxland, 2011). The third 
study area was FMU3, which is located inside the Lingkabau Forest Reserve (Class II) with 
an area of approximately 71,293 ha. It is located in the northern part of Sabah, under the 
jurisdiction of the Kota Marudu District Forest Office. It is managed by Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd., a company that is locally based in Sabah (Timberwell, 2004). The FMU7, the fourth 
study area, is located in the south west of Sabah. It covers an area of about 293,006 ha, which 
is under the administration of the Sipitang Forest District. The FMU is managed by Sabah 
Forest Industries, which operates under Ballarpur Industries Ltd. (BILT), a company that is 
based in India (SFD, 2011). The differences among the FMU areas are made manifest in the 
diversity of stakeholders who are entangled with the respective FMU. The size of an FMU 
area, for example, determines the extent of the forest boundary to be maintained, the security 
and protection of the FMU area, maintenance of degraded areas, and the number of local 
communities within or on the fringes of the FMU area. The objectives and activities entangled 
with the respective FMU also determine the numbers and the arrangement of FMU workers, 
who are the internal stakeholders of the FMU holder.  
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Stakeholder analysis was adopted to investigate stakeholder relations and their behaviour 
towards the implementation of SFM in the state. Stakeholder analysis is comprised of three 
main activities, namely identifying stakeholders, differentiating and categorising stakeholders, 
and investigating relationships between them (Reed et al., 2009 p. 1933). The methods that 
were employed under this approach include literature reviews, expert interviews, 
questionnaire surveys, Q methodology, semi-structured interviews, focus groups and informal 
discussions, and meetings. The approach to characterise stakeholders involved both ‘top-
down’ or ‘‘analytical categorisations’’ and ‘bottom-up’ or ‘‘reconstructive methods’’ (ibid p. 
1938). Stakeholder analysis was applied to the different lenses of the ‘triple typology of 
stakeholder perspectives’ that comprises ‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’, and ‘stakeholder 
perspectives’ of the stakeholder theory (Steurer, 2006). Apart from characteristic of the 
theoretical points of view, observations were also determined according to the criteria under 
‘corporate sustainability’ that encompasses eco-efficiency, socio-efficiency, eco-
effectiveness, socio effectiveness, sufficiency and ecological equity (Dyllick & Hockerts, 
2002).  
The respondents that participated in this study were the personnel of the State Forestry 
Department, selected FMU holders, communities of selected villages affected by the FMU 
area, and the multi-interest stakeholder group which is directly or indirectly engaged with the 
SFM implementation in the state. Different individuals of SFD’s personnel have participated 
as respondents in expert interviews, Q methodology as well as questionnaire survey that 
targeted the multi-interest stakeholder group. Eight (8) villages located in vicinity or within 
the selected FMUs were investigated to identify their involvement in and perception of the 
current implementation of SFM in their respective area. These villages were Kg. Gana of 
FMU3, Kg. Mangkuwagu/Dewara of FMU16, Kg. Alutok/Sumambu/Tilis of FMU7, and Kg. 
Kaingaran/Sinua of FMU10. The selection of the villages had been based on the availability 
of background information, proximity from the FMU area, and accessibility to the villages. 
All the selected villages have differences in terms of socio-demographics, culture, and 
livelihood, which include the relationship to and the level of dependency on their surrounding 
forest area. The multi-interest stakeholder group comprised personnel from various 
governments and non-governmental organisations, FMU workers, associations, researchers, 
and educational institutions which are associated with the SFM implementation in the state.  
Information from the respondents of the multi-interest stakeholder group and local 
communities was collected through questionnaire survey, informal discussions, and meetings. 
The questionnaire surveys were presented to the respondents in printed form, besides an 
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online survey presented to the respondents in the multi-interest stakeholder group. The 
diverse stakeholders are those who can affect or are affected by the implementation of SFM 
(Purnomo et al., 2005). The approach used to comprehend the interrelation of the SFM 
concept, the FMU holders as ‘corporate centric’, and the stakeholders was mainly based on a 
combination of approaches under the stakeholder theory.   
8.2 The Conceptual Centric 
8.2.1 SFM Concept and Documentation 
 
The observations and findings under the ‘conceptual’ perspective of the SFM were related to 
the general description of the SFM under implementation. The information was gathered from 
various sources comprising literature reviews, expert interviews, technical manuals, and 
managerial guidelines for implementation at the FMU level. The concept of sustainable forest 
management prioritises the long-term maintenance of the forest for its multiple-use functions. 
These embrace the integration of economic, environmental and social functions for current 
and future generations. This also includes the fourth dimension of second order requirements 
for sustainable development, such as stakeholder participation and integration (Konrad et al., 
2006). The descriptive function of the SFM approach prescribed the normative basis on how 
the people should manage the forest in a responsible way in order to ensure the maximisation 
of social, economic and environmental benefits for current and future generations. This 
approach was based on ethical concerns for socioeconomic development with an 
understanding that local people should be actively involved in managing the forest resources 
on which they depend in order that the forest can be properly maintained (Wiersum, 1995 p. 
323).  
 
The normative statements of the SFM principles are well-documented at all levels of 
international, national, and forest management units. These include the international 
documents of the Forest Principles, Agenda 21, criteria and indicator for the SFM, ITTO 
guidelines on Sustainable Forest Management and CBD. Various laws and regulations at both 
federal and state level support the State Forest Policy that stipulated the objectives for the 
SFM. The national or federal level covers broader aspects of SFM matters including 
environment protection, wildlife and biodiversity conservation, factories and machinery, 
industrial relations, human rights, trade unions, pesticides, plant quarantines, occupational 
safety and health, workmen compensations, Malaysian Criteria and Indicator for forest 
management, and the Malaysian Standard (MS) ISO 9000. At the state level, the issues 
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covered pertain to land issues, native rights, water resources, wildlife conservation, local 
customs, Sabah Park, fishery and tourism. Private companies or FMU holders who are 
engaged in the management of FMU areas came into a partnership agreement with the state 
government through the signing of the Sustainable Forest Management Licence agreement 
that is based on the Section 15 of the Sabah Forest Enactment of 1968. This agreement 
provides the legal basis for the SFM implementation at the FMU level which stipulates the 
stakeholder rights and responsibilities, technical descriptions and prescriptions for SFM 
operations, administrative and technical matters, the general provisions on records and audits, 
supervision, and further governing laws to be adhered to by the FMU holders.  
 
The comprehensive Forest Management Plan prepared by the FMU holders, with assistance 
from private consultants or the Sabah Forestry Department, interprets the SFM concepts at the 
FMU level. It attributes all the management prescriptions and activities for SFM 
implementation at the management level.  SFD identified the FMP as “… a technical 
document that sets out how forest should be managed over 10-year periods, to achieve social, 
environmental, and economic sustainability" (SFD n.d, p. 27). The functions are stipulated so 
as to outline the groundwork for management processes as well as the coordination of 
activities and administration and to serve as the basis for monitoring all forestry operations, 
specifying targets and activities, indicating the size of forest management areas, and 
identifying specific compartments for harvesting, restoration, enrichment planting, and 
silvicultural treatment, which can help foresters and contractors work systematically (ibid). It 
also functions as a balance for the multiple interests of the timber industry in regards to 
biodiversity, community needs, ecotourism, environmental protection, non-timber forest 
produce, recreation, and research (ibid). The FMP is supported by other technical guidelines, 
operational plans and standards such as the Annual Work Plan, the Forest Management 
Standard, the Environmental Impact Assessment, the Plantation Development Programme and 
Standard, the FMU map, the Timber Harvesting Plan, the specifications for Reduced Impact 
Logging, the Silvicultural Treatment Plan, the Enrichment Plan, and the Plantation 
Development Plan.  
 
Apart from presenting the descriptive information for the SFM concept, the SFM 
documentation also serves as the basis for normative references as well as an instrumental 
means to accomplish the goals of the SFM concept. It demonstrates the matters and objectives 
of the SFM to be adhered to by both the FMU holders and stakeholders.  The various 
technical and managerial manuals and guidelines specify the instrumental aspects that could 
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assist in determining a sound and effective implementation of the SFM at the management 
level. They also provide the basis for optimal conditions under the ‘business case’ of 
corporate sustainability, which encompasses the eco-efficiency, socio-efficiency, eco-
effectiveness, socio-effectiveness, sufficiency, and ecological equity (Dyllick & Hockerts, 
2002). There is a wide range of SFM documentation which can be specified based on 
international, national, and management levels either functioning specifically or as a 
combination of descriptive, normative, and instrumental aspects. Furthermore, it provides an 
extensive means for stakeholder identification and the categorisation of ‘static’ and ‘potential’ 
stakeholders that are grounded in SFM principles, legislation, programmes, and activities.   
8.2.2 SFM Operation 
 
Understanding SFM processes and operations can advance stakeholder identification, which 
is based on the SFM chains of operation or chains of responsibility. The SFM implementation 
at the FMU level is comprised of various operations which are stipulated in the SFMLA/LTL 
agreement, the FMP, and other technical and operational guidelines. The operations are 
related to forest management (all activities concerned with protecting, conserving, and 
managing forest resources), harvesting (felling, cutting, gathering, collecting, removing and 
transporting wood, and other forest produce), and the distribution and trade of forest products, 
which are the subsectors of forest activity under the forest sector (Gane, 2007 pp. 65-98). The 
preparation of a plan and the assessment, monitoring, and reporting of activities are also 
included in SFM operations.  
From the FMU holders’ point of view, the operations can be identified based on the three 
main aspects of technical, administrational and stakeholder-based activities. The technical 
operations are associated with activities comprising specific technical expertise and direct 
engagement with the subject of operations, such as forest protection, forest restoration 
programmes, forest conservation, ecotourism, infrastructure and road development, 
maintenance of machinery and vehicles, research and development, forest monitoring and 
auditing, timber harvesting, plantation and silvicultural activities. Administration covers the 
managerial and administrative functions of FMU holders’ organisations, such as financing, 
budgeting, investment, contracting, timber selling and auction, procurement of equipment, 
staffing, information technology, monitoring and auditing. The operations related to 
stakeholder-based activities are specifically associated with ‘stakeholder relation 
management’ that encompasses community forestry, social baseline survey, community 
development projects, joint forest management, and human resource development (e.g. 
 
188 
 
education, training, and workshop). These comprise the direct engagement with stakeholders, 
such as local communities and other relevant stakeholders at the operational level. The 
strategic tools for forest management which include consultancy, coordination, cooperation, 
and the commitment to corporate social responsibility may embrace all the aspects of 
operations under technical, administrative and stakeholder-based management. An 
understanding of SFM operations is fundamental in determining the specific stakeholders for 
particular activities, assessing the relationship with the identified stakeholders and thus to 
postulate the basis for stakeholder relation management. 
8.2.3 SFM Stakeholders under Conceptual Perspective 
 
There are various ways to determine and identify stakeholders under the conceptual 
perspectives of the SFM. These include general identification that is based on classifications 
and zonation of the forest, as well as identification through SFM documentation. Stakeholder 
identification, classification and categorisation within this context is known as the ‘top-down 
approach’ (Reed et al., 2009), which depends on general observation and literature findings. 
Since the identified stakeholders may not actually be present at the FMU level, they may 
therefore also be categorised as potential stakeholders under the SFM implementation. 
Stakeholders who are identified based on their interests and claims in different classes of 
forest reserve or under certain areas of forest zonation within the FMU area are those who are 
potentially affiliated with the forest. They intervene in the forest based on the function that the 
forest can provide, such as timber, the preservation of natural forest, protection against soil 
erosion, water catchments, supplying of forest produce, and providing amenity and recreation 
to local inhabitants. The various ‘potential stakeholders’ were identified based on their main 
interests under the respective forest classes. The potential stakeholder groups can be 
categorised under government, scientists, local community, industry/traders, NGOs and 
environmentalists, tourists, and the public. The stakeholders’ claims and interests in a 
particular forest reserve may be compatible with the functions stipulated under the respective 
forest classification. However, there may be also incompatibility, for instance, the claim of 
local communities for timber inside a Protection Forest (Class I), or claim for agricultural 
land inside a Commercial Forest (Class II). This incompatibility can incite conflict between 
the community as the forest user and the State Forestry Department. The typical zonation of 
an FMU area comprises of conservation, production, recreation, and community zoning. 
Potential stakeholders under the zonation are those who have claims and interests under the 
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respective zonation, which include FMU workers, governments, NGO, logging companies, 
contractors, certification bodies, local communities and tourists. 
There are different types of documentation to which can be referred to for stakeholder 
identification and categorisation.  The first is related to SFM principles and documentation at 
the international, national, and management level; the second is based on forest legislation of 
the state. SFM documentation comprises the Forest Principles (internationally), the SFMLA 
(State/national level), and the FMP (management level), while forest legislation consists of 
the Sabah Forest Enactment, 1968. The stakeholders identified based on the documentation 
are also known as ‘static stakeholders’, which means that their identification is exclusively 
based on their existence in the written documents. There were three main groups of 
stakeholder identified under the Forest Principles, namely international, regional, and national 
(state) stakeholders, which correspond with the categorisation made by Grimble et al. (1997).  
The stakeholders at the national level comprise government bodies, other institutions, and 
various interest parties including the local community. The documentation of the Sustainable 
Forest Management Agreement (SFMLA) delineated the potential stakeholder to whom the 
SFMLA holders have to pay attention or have a certain degree of responsibility. The main 
groups under this documentation are named ‘internal stakeholders’ (e.g. FMU workers) and 
‘external stakeholders’ that comprise government agencies, other institutions, private sectors, 
and the public. The arrangement under external and internal stakeholders is corresponding 
with the classification applied by Freeman (1984) and Nasi (1995). Under the legislation of 
the Sabah Forest Enactment of 1968, the arrangement and identification of forest stakeholders 
are exemplified as ‘stakeholder power relation’ (Mayers, 2004). Starting with the Head of the 
State at the highest position of power, it goes to the various groups of stakeholders with 
different levels of power relations. These include the State Service Commission, the Court, 
the State Attorney General, ministers, private agencies, and the public. The stakeholders 
under the minister comprise of the forestry department and other government agencies with 
duties that are related to the forest (e.g. the police, armed forces, and local authorities). The 
public comprise of the associations, NGOs, local communities, the natives, and forest 
offenders. An individual can be assigned to different stakeholder groups which depend on the 
categorisation under which documentation were referred.  
At the management level, SFM stakeholders can be identified through various approaches:  
either by referring to the physical characteristics and the specified function of the forest 
reserve or through literature on SFM reports and documentation. The identification of 
 
190 
 
stakeholders can be based on specific common interests and conflicts related with the 
management of the forests. The stakeholder groups identified based on common interest 
under the criteria and indicator for forest management are social (indigenous peoples and 
workers’ union), environmental and economic interest groups, relevant government agencies 
and expert panel group (research, education and consultant) (MTCC, 2012). The stakeholder 
groups identified by conflicts, such as disputes on a variety of interests related with the issues 
of the diminishing of forest and resources, include the indigenous people groups, private 
sector and industry (individual and organisations), government (state and federal) and non-
governmental groups (representatives of environment or the minorities indigenous) 
(Rachagan, 2009). The identified stakeholders can be grouped and differentiated based on a 
distinct categorisation (e.g. potential or actual, active or static, and internal or external). The 
interaction of the stakeholders under the SFM concept can be explained based on the attribute 
of their power (hard and soft power), and legitimacy and urgency (Nye, 2004; Mitchell et al., 
1997). The details of a stakeholder’s information at the different level (international, federal, 
state, and FMU level), power (hard and soft power), existence, and different interests and 
claims can be observed from SFM documentation, relevant policy and legislation, and also 
extracted from records and reports at the organisational and operational levels. The possible 
information includes the duties and responsibilities of the stipulated stakeholders. 
There is a broad spectrum of cooperation and collaboration involving participation by 
stakeholders comprising training, certification and auditing programmes, supervision and 
monitoring of SFMLA operations, sharing of experience and information, environmental 
education, forest recreation and eco-tourism. Various platforms, which operate at 
international, regional, national and state level, are endowed with the function of integrating 
different stakeholders to partake and contribute towards the achievement of SFM goals and 
objectives. These include committees under various governments and relevant ministerial 
agencies with varied portfolios and functions, such as the Bornean Biodiversity and 
Ecosystems Conservation Programme (BBEC), the Malaysian Forestry Conference, the 
ASEAN Social Forestry Network (ASFN), the Task Force for Illegal Logging Elimination 
(UPPH-JKM-SFD), the Environment Action Committee (EAC), the Sabah Environmental 
Education Network (SEEN), and the Heart of Borneo Initiative (HOB). A summary of 
stakeholder participation based on different level and functions are presented in Table 24. 
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Table 24: Selected Participation Initiatives at the Different Levels 
Level Task and Functions Committee / Platforms 
Regional 
International 
Forestry Network  ASEAN Social Forestry Network 
(ASFN) 
  Landscape and 
Environment 
 Heart of Borneo Initiative (HOB) 
National Climate Change / CDM  Ministry of Natural Resource and 
Environment 
  Information sharing and 
dissemination 
 Malaysian Forestry Conference 
  Forest Certification  National Steering Committee (NSC) 
 Technical Working Group (TWG) 
 Standards  Review  Committee  (SRC) 
  Policy  National Forest Council 
State Policy  Ministerial Committee on Forest Policy 
     SUHB-JKM-SFD 
  Biodiversity  Bornean Biodiversity and Ecosystems 
Conservation Programme (BBEC) 
  Forest Protection and 
Illegal Logging 
 Task Force for Illegal Logging 
elimination (UPPH-JKM-SFD) 
  Environment and 
Education 
 Sabah Environmental Education 
Network (SEEN) 
  Environment  Environment Action Committee (EAC) 
Source: Author’s compilation based on various sources. 
8.2.4 Stakeholder Perception on SFM Performances at the FMU Level 
 
The assessment of the overall performances of the ‘conceptual centric’ were based on 
stakeholder perceptions of the achievements of SFM objectives towards environment, society 
and economy in the state. The respondents were targeted out of the multi-interest stakeholder 
group which directly or indirectly engaged with SFM implementation at the FMU level. Most 
of the respondents agreed with SFM main contributions towards the elements of 
environmental objectives, followed by economic objectives and elements of social objectives. 
Whereas the highest level of agreement concerning the environmental objective was to be 
found concerning the issues of preservation of the natural habitat of wildlife, conservation of 
water catchment areas, and conservation of the species richness of wildlife, the lowest level of 
agreement was to be found on the subject of the forest ability of self-restoration to its natural 
condition. The highest level of agreement with regard to economic objectives included 
sustaining the source of timber and non-timber forest products, diversified job opportunities 
and income, and the continuation of the contribution of timber harvesting to state revenue. 
The ‘least agreed-to statement’ was concerned to the contribution of forest benefits to the 
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public and increased opportunities for the trade and marketing of forest products. In terms of 
elements under social objectives, the ‘most agreed to’ statement was related to opportunities 
given to stakeholders to express their opinions and concerns about forest management, 
opportunities and experiences for recreation, safety of workers and communities, and the 
conservation of special features of the forest for local communities. The statements ‘least 
agreed to’ were related  to the sharing of information with local communities, respecting local 
community rights, accessibility of forest resources to the local communities, and improving 
the standard of living of the local communities.  
The implementation of the SFM is very much dependent on government policy. The SFM 
concept was seen as a competition for income and production, which has been the precedence 
of the state in the past. The social elements of SFM are currently still the weakest component, 
which are potentially significant for the overall benefit in terms of economic and social well-
being of the people. The response  of the multi-stakeholder group to SFM was similar with 
the result of the survey on public priorities for SFM in British Columbia, which indicates that 
attributes measured by ecological indicators were more important than economic or social  
ones (Kozak et al., 2008). One of the important issues with regard to this finding was the 
question of whether or not community values were adequately represented under current 
policies, land management and tenure systems, certification schemes, management planning, 
and current research priorities (ibid). It also revealed the necessity to strengthen the 
stakeholder relation management, which should facilitate the balance between importance of 
social and economic aspects under the SFM concept. 
8.2.5 Stakeholders Perception on the Overall SFM Implementation at the FMU Level 
 
The study on stakeholders’ behaviour towards various subjects related to SFM 
implementation encompassed SFD’s senior forest officers who were entangled with SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. Q Methodology was employed to investigate the 
perceptions of 20 respondents towards 60 statements on a variety of matters relating to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. There were four final factor loadings that explained the 
different stakeholders’ perspectives on the contemporary SFM implementation in the state. 
The first group is identified as the Optimist Stakeholder Group. This group is optimistic 
towards the normative statements of SFM implementation to increase opportunities for 
employment, to provide opportunities for sharing information on forestry activities, to secure 
the archaeological, cultural and spiritual sites of the local communities, and to enhance policy 
synchronization with other sectors.  The group was also content with the statement on the 
 
193 
 
existence of mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing of the forest at the FMU level, the 
promotion of wood-based industry efficiency and the respect towards local communities’ 
right under the SFM implementation. This group agreed with the important role of SFD as 
mediator in disputes relating to SFM issues and contributed towards effective implementation 
of SFM at the FMU level. They, however, did not agree that the indigenous community was 
more negatively impacted by SFM implementation compared with other stakeholders. 
The second factor loading is known as the Pragmatist Stakeholder Group. This group is 
concerned with the instrumental statements on what can contribute towards the success of 
SFM implementation at the FMU level. The key factors include efficient administration and 
leadership of SFD, adequate financial capital, a close relationship between SFD and political 
leaders, collaboration between SFD and FMU holders, and the effective management of 
human resources at the FMU level. The group, however, least agreed on matters associated 
with sufficiency of research and development of capacity at the FMU level, the collection and 
recording of indigenous knowledge, and the level of awareness among stakeholders. It was 
also sceptical about statements associated with incentives and mechanisms for human-
resource development, livelihoods of local communities, research and education programmes 
on SFM implementation, and literacy on forest law among local communities, equitable 
benefit sharing of forest revenue, and the right and customs of native people. 
The third group of the factor loading was identified as the Idealist Stakeholder Group. It 
subscribed with the descriptive statement of the SFM on the availability of mechanisms and 
communication strategies for awareness, mechanisms for dissemination of information, 
research and education programmes, opportunities for trainings, and other human 
development programmes.  The group also agreed that there has been an increase in the 
capability to adapt to new technology that is being introduced in the forestry sector. The last 
group is known as the Realist Stakeholder Group. The group is concerned with the human 
aspects of SFM, which are related to traditional knowledge, social functions of the forest, and 
negative impacts of SFM implementation towards indigenous communities. The group agreed 
to the normative statement that the SFM should be able to enhance the ability to predict the 
long-term impacts of human interventions on the forest. The group also agreed that the 
contribution of stakeholder participation should be able to promote awareness of forest 
management and planning. 
The significant consensus statements among the four factors comprised statements relating to 
influential factors towards effective SFM implementation, which include the administration 
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and leadership of SFD, and good collaboration between SFD and FMU holders. Other 
consensus statements were related to the roles of SFM in encouraging investment in the 
forestry sector and its influence towards rural development.  The roles of participation in 
promoting learning about the balance of various forest uses and its influence in the decision-
making process, and matters associated with health and safety of FMU workers at the FMU 
level were other consensus statements among the four factor loadings.  
Further assessment approaches that may identify the patterns of behaviour that lead to the 
prediction of different stakeholder responses towards forest policy  include the ‘chaos theory’ 
approach (Musselwhite & Herath, 2007), the ‘social choice’ approach (Kant & Lee, 2004), 
and ethical analysis that can facilitate for conflict resolution (Gritten, Saastamoinen & 
Sajama, 2009).  The application of Q methodology to study stakeholder perspectives in 
forestry has also been applied to investigate the stakeholder perspectives about a proper 
participation process in regional forest programme preparation in Finland (Kangas, et al., 
2010). 
8.3 The Corporate Centric 
8.3.1 The Corporate Centric of SFM Implementation in Sabah 
 
Private companies entered into the SFMLA/LTL agreement in 1997 as partners with the state 
government in order to manage the state’s forest in accordance with SFM principles. The 
SFMLA concept, which was introduced by the government, was an approach to reduce the 
burden of the state to finance SFM implementations, which was identified ‘as long-term, 
more comprehensive, complex, and very expensive’ (Sinajin, 2005). Under the signed 
agreement, the SFMLA holders are responsible for forest planning, forest inventories, 
preparation of forest management plans, implementation of the SFM, the establishment and 
maintenance of infrastructure, the security and protection of the FMU area, the protection and 
conservation of the unique environment within the SFMLA area, and the accommodation of 
local communities’ interests (ibid). The SFMLA holders are also liable to finance all the 
expenses for the SFM implementation. Initiated with only 10 FMU holders in 1997, the 
number has increased to 46 FMUs involving 32 SFMLA/LTL agreements by 2012 (refer 
Appendix 1). They can be categorized into three different management groups, namely the 
State Government, the State Enterprise (semi state government) and private FMUs. Every 
FMU is different in terms of size of the area; geographical and forest reserved classes, 
historical management and development background, community and socio demographics, 
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and management objectives. The approach for SFM implementation is based on integrated 
landscape management (ILM) that incorporates a broader array of values encompassing 
ecosystem management and high conservation value forests (SFD, 2007).  
8.3.2 SFM Objectives and Operation at the FMU Level   
 
There are many programmes and activities of SFM operations undertaken at the FMU level, 
which embrace a multifold of stakeholders. The operations include plan preparation, social 
baseline surveys, implementation and supervision of SFM operations, forest protection, forest 
conservation, and forest restoration programmes (Figure 2 p. 117 and Figure 30, p. 118). 
Other programmes are ecotourism, infrastructure and physical development, procurement and 
maintenance of machinery and field equipment, community forestry, administration, timber 
selling, forest monitoring and auditing, research and development, and human-resource 
development (Table 12, p. 78). These activities and programmes can be described based on 
the different stage of project implementation that include preliminary, during and post 
operations. The early stage is related to the preparation of a plan for a particular activity, 
which may comprise the expert groups of the FMU holders, consultants, or the SFD. This 
strategy is translated into practice during operations which incorporate FMU workers, 
contractors, third party auditors, and SFD. Many stakeholders with different levels of 
participation are involved in the process of operations: those who have the ability to affect or 
who are affected by the operations, such as local communities, NGOs, associations, and other 
government agencies. The identification of the different phases of SFM operations may 
eventually facilitate the identification of various stakeholders with different claims and 
interests related to the operation undertaken on the ground.  
 
SFM operations can further be explained based on components under the specified 
programmes and activities. The main distinction concerns the different elements of forest 
functions under economic production, environmental services, and socio-economic functions. 
Elements under economic production comprise timber production/harvesting, timber 
marketing and trading, wood manufacturing, industrial forest plantation, non-timber forest 
product, and recreation and tourism. The environmental services include the elements of 
water catchments, forest rehabilitation, biodiversity and wild habitat, while the socio-
economy function involves culture, education, research, local community, recreation, 
ecotourism, hunting, and community timber production. Different SFMLA holders indicated 
distinct levels of priority on every SFM element that is being implemented in their respective 
FMU area (Appendix 17). Those FMU with objectives for forest protection are more focused 
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on the forest for environmental services and socio-economic functions, while those FMU for 
Natural Forest Management (NFM) and Integrated Tree Plantation (ITP) are more oriented 
towards economic products of the forest but also have to regard other functions under 
environmental services and socio-economic functions. Hunting activities for local 
communities under this study, for example, are not considered activities under the NFM and 
ITP area but considered as a management target under the FMU for conservation areas. These 
prioritizations envisage the different stakeholders that are entangled in a specific area of SFM 
operations at the FMU level.  
 
The detail of stakeholders’ participation in various elements of SFM programmes and 
activities were determined by the FMU holders based on a list of operations identified at the 
FMU level (Appendix 45, pp. 324-325). The programmes and activities identified as having 
greater involvement by stakeholders are those associated with community forests, followed by 
forest conservation, preparation of development and management plans, forest protection, 
human-resource development, ecotourism programmes and as well the administration of the 
FMU holders organisation (Figure 49, p. 144). The diversity of forest values affects people 
through its ‘presence, materiality, and physical property’ and also through ‘emotional, 
spiritual and visceral bonds to forest and trees’ (Ritter & Dauksta, 2011). The change in 
attitude and relationship of the people to the forest over time has been influenced by local 
effects, active management, human impact on forest ecosystems, perceptions of the forest, 
and also determined by politics, laws, forest ownership, technology improvements, and 
technical innovation or social development (ibid, pp. 233-239).  
8.3.3 Performance and Capacity Level of SFM Implementation at the FMU Level 
 
The performance and capacity of forest management planning and operations were identified 
based on self-assessment by the respective FMU holder. The criteria for the assessment were 
limited to certification progress, level of compliance to SFD requirements and third party 
auditing, achievements based on corporate-desired objectives or expectation, sustainable 
financial support, adaptive approaches to develop management strategies, project support and 
consultation, capacity for management and operation (based on experience and planning), and  
staff responsibility for action (Appendix 18, p. 269). The overall elements with the highest 
performance were confined to the capacity for forest management and operations followed by 
compliance with independent auditing, achievements based on corporate-desired objectives or 
expectation, sustainable financial support, adaptive approaches to develop management 
strategies, and staff responsibility for action (Figure 33, p. 123). The lowest capacity level 
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was confined to the certification progress followed by project support and consultation, and 
compliance with SFD auditing. It was evident that all the FMUs who participated in this study 
had different levels of performance and capacity for implementation in their respective FMU 
area. The private FMU holder with an established CSR department (i.e. FMU7) indicated a 
very high level of performance and capacity level for SFM implementation in its respective 
FMU. The result of self-assessment by the FMU holders can be useful to identify SFM 
elements that need to be strengthened and as well as to plan strategies for stakeholder relation 
management (SRM) under the respective element. The submission of full compliance reports 
by FMU holders to the SFD is one of the requirements under the SFMLA/LTL agreement. 
The compliance report is based on aspects of SFMLA, FMP, PDP, ADP, AWP, and CHP 
which are assessed by the SFD and subsequently awarded a Compliance Report if the 
SFMLA/LTL holders performed well. In the assessment by SFD in 2009, there were eleven 
SFMLA/LTL awarded with ‘Compliance Certificate Awards’, a number which rose to twelve 
in 2012, which indicated an increase of the overall performance of SFM implementation in 
the state. 
8.3.4 The Corporate Stakeholders 
 
Different approaches were employed to assess the corporate stakeholders at the FMU level. 
These included interviews and discussions with the personnel of the State Forestry 
Department and the respective FMU holders. The assessment was supported by literature 
reviews of reports as well as technical and management guidelines for SFM implementation 
at the management level. The stakeholder under corporate centric can be defined  as those 
who have relation with the FMU holders or any individual or group to whom the FMU 
holders have to be held accountable, or those who can affect or are affected by the 
achievement of the FMU holder’s objectives (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell et al., 1997). The 
corporate stakeholders under SFM implementation are categorised as internal or external 
stakeholders. The internal stakeholders are employees of the FMU holders, whereas the 
external stakeholders comprise of ministerial and government agencies, communities and 
public groups, and other various stakeholders under the multi-interest group (Table 25). The 
collection of these stakeholders is identified as ‘actual’ or ‘dynamic’ stakeholders, those who 
are typically present in the FMU areas (Mitchell et al., 1997).  In any respective situation, the 
list of stakeholders can actually be longer or shorter than the lists which depend on different 
FMU areas. As stated by Rasche and Esser (2006), “the list of stakeholders is never complete 
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as groups such as future generations and the natural environment cannot raise their voices” (p. 
257). 
 
Table 25: Summary of SFM Stakeholder at the FMU Level 
Stakeholder 
group 
Sub Group List of stakeholder 
Internal 
stakeholder 
 Management 
 Employees 
 Shareholder, Financier, Workers, Manager 
External 
Stakeholders 
 
Multi-interest 
Stakeholder group 
 Governmental 
Agencies 
 Chief Minister Department, Other Ministry 
(State), Federal Ministry, Ministry of Tourism  
 Forestry Department (HQ, FRC, District) 
 Environment Protection Department, Wildlife 
Department, District Officer, Police, Army, 
Magistrate, Agricultural department, Sabah 
Rubber Industrial Board (LIGS), Sabah 
Fisheries Department, Sabah Museum, 
Tourism Promotion Council, Sabah 
Biodiversity Centre, Sabah Park, others local 
governments agencies, Sabah Foundation, 
Malaysian Timber Industrial Board (MTIB) 
 Multi-interest 
Stakeholder group 
 Private and non-
governmental 
stakeholder groups 
 Private sector - Other FMU holders, 
Consultant, Supplier, Trader, Exporter, 
Industry / Manufacturer, Tourist Operator, 
Lawyers, Third Party Auditing /Monitoring, 
Media, NIOSH 
 Certification Agency  - FSC, MTCC 
 Donor 
 Contractor, Sub-Contractor 
 Researcher and education (Research 
Institutions, University, Forest Training 
Center, schools) 
 Non-governmental organization (International 
NGO, Local NGO (PACOS Trust, SAWO, 
WWF, SEEN, KDCA, Persatuan Lundayeh) 
 Association (Timber Exporter’ Association of 
Malaysia, Timber Association of Sabah 
(TAS), Malaysian Timber Council (MTC) 
 Poachers, illegal loggers 
  Local Community  Community leader 
 Head of village / JKKK 
 Local communities 
 General public  - tourist, students, etc. 
Source: Author’s construct 
The heuristic stakeholder layout at the FMU level varies among the different FMU holders, 
which depend on the stakeholders’ power, legitimacy, and urgency (Mitchell, 1997; Nye, 
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2004).  The patterns of stakeholder arrangements at the FMU level are also influenced by the 
institutional categories of the FMU holders (government, state enterprise, or private sector) 
and the types of operations that exist in the FMU area. The FMU holder which manages more 
than one FMU area (e.g. SFD and Yayasan Sabah), engages in a joint venture project, or 
participates in partnerships and collaborations with other shareholders will eventually 
influence the diversity of the stakeholders in their respective FMU. The stakeholders of the 
FMU holder can also be identified based on their involvement in many SFM operations at the 
FMU level. The stakeholders’ salience based on their participation in pre-determined 
programmes and activities include governmental groups followed by internal stakeholders 
(FMU workers and shareholders), NGOs, contractors, public and local communities, 
consultants, researchers, donors, businesses / traders, manufacturers, and other FMUs.  
8.3.5 Assessments of FMU Holder – Stakeholder Relation at the FMU Level 
 
Assessment of FMU holder–stakeholder relations at the FMU level was related to the 
evaluation of FMU holders’ approaches to stakeholder identification, prioritizing, influence, 
relationship, and engagement (Appendix 23, pp. 278-279). The stakeholder identification 
constitutes of various methods including personal experience, identification from other 
identified stakeholders (snowball sampling), guidelines in the organisation, professional 
services, information from a higher authority, and identification through a social baseline 
survey. The approach that was most agreed to by all FMU holders for stakeholder 
identification was confined to the social base line survey and followed by professional 
services. The approach for prioritizing stakeholders mainly involves focus group meetings 
and personal experience of FMU holders. The assessment of a stakeholder’s influence is 
mainly depending on the directives from higher authorities and the urgency of the 
stakeholder’s request. Stakeholder power relations are mainly assessed based on personal 
experience and public engagements. Other approaches include workshops, interviews, social 
baseline surveys, and questionnaires. Stakeholder engagement primarily involves the 
approaches of meetings, capacity-building activities, social contacts, and dialogues. The 
patterns for stakeholder relation management varied among the FMU holders. 
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8.3.6 Stakeholder Level of Participation 
 
Assessment of stakeholder levels of participation was based on the ladder of participation 
(Arnstein, 1969) that includes the sharing of information, consultation, deciding together, 
acting together, and empowerment/supporting. The highest level of participation which 
constitutes ‘empowerment’ mainly occurred within the governmental stakeholder group (e.g. 
SFD, EPD, other government agencies, and ministerial groups) (Figure 43, p. 135; Appendix 
25, p. 281-282). This, however, can also comprise other interest groups (including the 
auditing /monitoring /certification body, research institutions, financier/donor) and even heads 
of villages and local communities. The stakeholders with a lower level of participation in the 
field of information sharing and consultation under this study were confined to tourists and 
international NGOs. Various factors that could determine the level of stakeholder’s 
participation in the FMU area include their purposes and the activities associated with their 
interests and claims in the respective FMU.  
 
8.3.7 Extent of Information Exchange between FMU Holder and Stakeholders 
 
The flow of information between FMU and stakeholders was amounted to receiving and 
providing information, and the frequency with which these exchanges occurred. The pattern 
of information exchange is distinctive among stakeholders of the different FMU holders. 
FMU holders may provide information to their workers and contractors, to government 
agencies, to students and researchers, NGOs, industry and to local communities, and vice-
versa can receive information from the respective stakeholders (Figure 44, p. 137; Appendix 
26 p. 283-284). Some of the stakeholders can be very active in the information exchange with 
a high level of occurrence such as the SFD, FMU workers, contractors, local communities, 
and researchers. Some were ‘seldom’ or even ‘never engaged’ in the information flow, such 
as the tourist operator, the magistrate, and the army. The information flow between 
stakeholder and FMU holder depends on various factors. These include the arrangement of 
FMU holder’s organisation, the background of the area managed under FMU and the 
existence of local communities, the management objectives to be achieved under the SFM 
concept, and the overall FMU holder’s relation with the external environment of the FMU. It 
is also determined by the FMU holder initiatives to respond and manage their stakeholders.  
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8.3.8 Extent of Cooperation and Conflict with Stakeholders 
 
The levels of cooperation and conflict among the different FMU holders and their 
stakeholders are different (Appendix 27, p. 285-286). Most of the FMU holders indicated 
cooperation with their stakeholders, on a scale ranging from ‘no influence’ to a ‘considerable’ 
extent of influence on their organisation. Stakeholders with a high cooperation with the FMU 
holders were identified as relevant ministers, government agencies, industry, internal 
stakeholders (e.g. workers, shareholders and donors), local communities, research and 
universities, and certification agencies (Figure 46, p. 140). Stakeholders which were 
associated with conflict relation with the FMU holders include NGOs, local communities, 
contractors and sub-contractors, workers, government agencies, certification agencies, and 
auditors (Figure 47, p. 141). Some particular stakeholders may also be involved in both 
conflict and cooperation with the FMU holders. They were included the SFD, District Officer, 
other local government agencies, consultants, contractors and local communities. All the 
FMU holders indicated the same pattern of having both conflict and cooperation with local 
communities in their respective FMU area. According to (Mayers and Bass, 2004 p. 12), 
perceptions of forest problems are linked with people’s different values. Local communities 
are identified with weak institutional structures, often marginalised from policy but positioned 
at central to its practice, and consist of many sub-groups with widely different interests, 
rights, claims, and aspirations for forests (ibid pp. 24-25).   
8.3.9 Supporting Elements for Stakeholder Relation Management 
 
There are different approaches and also supporting means that could contribute towards SRM 
among the FMU holders at the FMU level. These include the state and federal policies, forest 
laws and other legal documents, technical and management guidelines, standards and 
procedures, human resources and development programmes, education and research 
programmes, involvement of associations and SFM committees, CSR programmes, and the 
direct communication with stakeholders through discussion and dialogue (Appendix 24, p. 
280). The levels of agreement on supporting elements for SRM are varied among the FMU 
holders. Among the highly agreed supportive elements for SRM are the company’s Standard 
of Procedure (SOP) and the technical and management guidelines, such as the Forest 
Management Plan and the Annual Work Plan, as well as other federal and state laws (Figure 
48, p. 143). Other initiatives established by the FMU holders as supporting elements for SRM 
at the management level include Capacity Building Livelihood Promotion (CBLP) in 
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(FMU7), meeting, discussion and dialogue with stakeholder (FMU10), and the SFM 
committee in (FMU15). Management of FMU10 also introduced various task forces to 
advance the SFM implementation at the FMU level, which include the Management Planning 
Core Team (MPCT), the Resource Person (RP) and the Field Core Management Team 
(FCMT). Membership of the task force involves different participants from various 
stakeholders that consist of SFD, local community leaders, Native Chiefs, State 
Assemblymen, parliament members, tourism players, promoters, trainers and consultants, 
licensing authorities, NGOs, government macro planners, and funders (SFD, 2007 pp. 208-
209).  
 
Such an approach of incorporating a bigger role of public participation into forest 
management decision-making involves the Public Advisory Group (PAG) of citizen 
committees, which seek broad-based representation from the local community to provide 
regular comments on local forest management plans and to address issues of concern to the 
general public in British Colombia (Kozak et al., 2008). In this context, however, initiatives to 
include stakeholders in local forest management in FMU10 are government-driven and do not 
originate in the communities themselves. Some conflict resolutions which can be adopted as 
an approach for stakeholder management in forestry are include the New Model for 
Collaborative (Barli et al., 2006); ‘Best Forest Practices’ (APFC, 2005) that embraced 
institutional, technical and socio-economic approaches; Policies and strategies  for SFM 
(SFD, 2011); Public participation processes in natural resource management with specific 
reference to forest planning that include consultation and empowerment of stakeholders 
(Buchya & Hoverman, 2000); State–community partnerships to manage forests (Robsona & 
Kant, 2007); Mapping Poverty and Ecosystem (WRI, 2005) and Conflict Assessment Method 
- Ethical Analysis (EA)  (Gritten et. al. 2009). 
8.3.10 Stakeholder Ranking 
 
Stakeholder ranking under the FMUs that participated in this study was based on the 
stakeholders’ involvement in pre-determined SFM operations at the FMU level. Different 
stakeholders were ranked according to the degree of their involvement in every SFM 
operation under various programmes and activities at the FMU level.  This ranking was able 
to determine the importance of their relation with the FMU holder. Stakeholders with more 
connections in various programmes and activities in the FMU area possess a higher ranking, 
which in turn determines the level of attention given by the respective FMU holders. The 
ranking is essential so as to identify and manage the interests of stakeholders, and to develop 
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a higher level of cooperation or collaboration in order to ensure the success of SFM 
implementation in their respective FMU. In this study, the stakeholders with a higher ranking 
were confined to internal stakeholders (FMU workers), followed by SFD (district), SFD 
(HQ), and contractors. Stakeholders with  a lower rank  included other government agencies, 
consultants, businesses/traders, researchers/scientists, other state government agencies, 
manufacturers, shareholders, NGOs (local), international agencies, NGOs (international), 
donors (local), the federal government, other FMU holders, and international donors (Table 
19, p.147). The ranking is, however, varied among the FMUs, which have different 
backgrounds in terms of institutional arrangement, management objectives and area. Colfer 
(1995) identifies the important ethical and pragmatic stakeholders connected with SFM 
implementation in East Kalimantan Indonesia, Bossematié Forest Reserve near Abengourou 
in eastern Côte d’Ivoire, and the Olympic National Forest on the Olympic Peninsula in the 
State of Washington (USA) based on qualitative expert judgements. The stakeholders are 
identified as national citizens, consumers, forest officials, small scale entrepreneurs, and 
forest workers. Some important elements or dimensions of people-forest interaction under the 
SFM include proximity to the forest, pre-existing rights, dependency on the forest, local 
knowledge, forest and culture integration, and power deficits (Colfer, 1995).      
 
8.4 The Stakeholder Centric   
8.4.1 Target Groups for Stakeholder Centric Assessment 
 
Assessment of stakeholders under the ‘stakeholder centric’ covered two main groups of 
stakeholders. The first group comprised the local communities of the villages that are located 
nearby or inside the selected FMU areas, while the second group was identified as the multi-
interest stakeholder group which directly or indirectly participates in the SFM implementation 
at the management level. Local communities encompassed eight villages under the four 
selected FMUs. Every village had a different background in terms of socio demography, 
surrounding landscape characteristics and physical development, and infrastructure. Apart 
from socio demography, the villages could be differentiated based on various physical 
features incorporating the distance and location within or outside the FMU area, the existence 
of community forestry projects, and the size of the villages. Two of the villages, namely Kg. 
Gana and Kg. Mangkuwagu, were engaged with community forestry projects connected with 
rubber tree plantation undertaken by the communities and SFD. Kg Gana was also attached to 
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Gana Resettlement and the Integrated Development (GRID) project being steered by SFD 
with the participation of other local government agencies, NGOs, and the FMU holders.  
 
Stakeholders under the multi-interest stakeholder group were mainly identified based on their 
organisation and job descriptions. Different organisations were engaged in SFM 
implementation with distinct roles and purposes, or claims and interests. As stated by 
Grimble) (1998 p.2), one relevant issue of stakeholder analysis in forestry is the involvement 
of a large number of stakeholders with different interests in natural or physical systems. The 
multi-interest stakeholder group was categorized under three main sub-groups that include the 
SFD group (HQ, MCEE, Research Centre, IPS Telupid and District Office), other government 
agencies (Federal and State that comprise of EPD, Natural Resource office under the Chief 
Minister Department, Sabah Biodiversity Centre, MTIB, YS, UMS, SUHAKAM, SWD and 
Sabah Park) and the private sector (FMU holder, contractors, consultants, association and 
NGOs). Various activities undertaken by the different groups and organisations include 
government-related services, education, research, consultancy, monitoring and auditing for 
forest management and certification, and FMU field operations, such as forest plantation and 
restoration (Figure 52, p. 151). Other activities related with the SFM implementation are 
industry and manufacturers, NGOs, associations, consultants, suppliers, and FMU contractors 
and sub-contractors. The categorisation of the multi-interest stakeholder group is not limited 
to the three main groups as mentioned above, but can be also cluster into various 
categorizations  based on private or public sector, gender, category of age, and level of 
education.  
 
The techniques used for stakeholder identification include interviews and discussion with 
personnel of SFD and FMU holders, literature reviews on reports and records associated with 
the SFM implementation (lessons learned reports), and the snowball technique (Reed, et al., 
2009). A questionnaire survey and discussion via face-to-face interviews were the method 
employed to collect information from the respondents of this study. 
8.4.2 Stakeholder Claim, Interest and Commitment towards SFM Implementation 
 
The multi-interest stakeholder group and the local communities bestowed their different 
interests, claims, and commitments on SFM implementation. They have been impacted 
differently by the forestland, which has different meanings to different people in different 
places, and which is valued based on different roles and functions that encompass ecological, 
political, economic and cultural aspects (Chao, 2012). A variety of indicators were used to 
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identify the influential factors towards stakeholder commitment to SFM implementation. The 
indicators on claim and interest of the local communities towards SFM implementation have 
been based on their relation and dependency towards the forest. Under the multi-interest 
stakeholder group, the indicators expressed their adherence to sound management of the 
forest, protection and conservation of the environment, conservation of biodiversity, 
protection of water catchment areas, forestry education, research, and livelihood of the local 
communities, job security, tourism, and timber production (Figure 53, p. 152). Other 
indicators with regard to this group were associated with matters of income generation, local 
communities, land, culture, and agriculture.  
 
The interests and claims of stakeholders under local community group are mainly related with 
the importance of the forest towards their livelihood. These include the importance in 
providing various products and services such as food, traditional medicine, wood and non-
wood forest produce and area for hunting, agriculture, and recreation (Figure 58, p. 162). 
Other important issues concern the value of the forest as the site for religion and cultural 
activities, and as a source of income through the selling of forest products, such as wild honey 
and other NTFP. Different villages displayed different levels of interest and claims towards 
the forest, which is managed under respective FMU holders. These claims and interest were 
mainly related to their native customary right on land inside the forest which includes old 
burial sites, agricultural farming, religious and cultural sites (Figure 59, p. 164). Other claims 
are associated with water catchment areas, areas for hunting, sources of food and traditional 
medicine, wood for house construction, and other non-timber forest products including 
material for handicrafts, wild fruits, resins and gums.  
8.4.3 Multi- interest Stakeholders Overall Perception towards SFM Implementation 
 
Assessment of stakeholder behaviour on sustainable forest management is related to 
stakeholder perception towards the SFM implementation at FMU level. There were two 
assessments associated with the multi-interest stakeholder group on the current 
implementation of SFM.  The first assessment was related to the perception of the overall 
performance of SFM objectives, which was discussed under the topic of conceptual centric 
(Figure 21- 23, pp. 98-100)). The second assessment was related to stakeholders’ response to 
Likert Scale questions on various matters related to the current SFM implementation at the 
FMU level (Appendices 33-42, pp. 292-301).  These included the normative statement of 
SFM implementation, relationships between FMU holder and stakeholders, the roles of SFD 
and other state government agencies under the SFM context, and subjects related to 
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stakeholder participation and involvement in SFM. Statistical analysis of Principal 
Component Analysis was employed to identify the matrix of the multi-interest stakeholder 
group based on their responses to the statements. There were six groups of stakeholders 
identified based on their characteristic, namely optimist, inclusive, advocate, pessimist, 
apathetic, and activist, as shown in Table 26; 
 
Table 26: Multi-interest Stakeholder Groups Categorisations based on Perception on 
Stakeholder Participation in SFM Implementation 
Group Main concern / perception 
Optimist Positive perceptions of overall SFM impacts toward stakeholders  
Inclusive Recognise the importance of stakeholder participations approaches 
under SFM implementation 
Advocate Advocate the stakeholder participation and cooperation approaches as 
an instrument  toward SFM success 
Pessimist Pessimist perceptions on the roles of stakeholder participations as to 
influence decisions, promote awareness, and attitudes  
Apathetic Negative response of FMU holders to participate stakeholders in 
forest management  
Activist Recognize the environment as sensitive entity, promote cooperation 
and acknowledge the roles of government agencies 
Source: Author’s construct 
8.4.4 Local Communities’ Behaviour towards SFM Implementation 
 
Assessment of the local communities’ behaviour towards SFM is associated with SFM 
contribution and the overall perception on various issues related to SFM implementation in 
their area. The contribution of the SFM implementation has been mainly connected with the 
increase of their environment, which includes water, air, and surrounding view of the forest 
(Figure 61, p. 169). There have been significant changes compared to previous eras when 
logging activities destroyed the surrounding forest of their villages and decreased   the quality 
of the river water for their daily consumption. The communities also agreed on the 
contribution of the SFM towards improving the standard of living. This refers to the provision 
of housing through community forestry in some of the villages that encompass Kg. Gana and 
Kg. Sumambu. The houses which were constructed from wood material and zinc roofing, 
however, were constructed more than five years ago and in Kg. Sumambu some were more 
than ten years old. Some of the dwellings had deteriorated to such an extent as to require 
renovation. This situation has been one of the grievances articulated by the communities 
concerning the sustainable support from the relevant authorities to their livelihood. Another 
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contribution of SFM has been the creation of job opportunities for the communities. The 
communities in Kg. Mangkuwagu and Kg. Gana were allocated areas for rubber plantation, 
now being managed by the communities under forestry community projects. There were also 
temporary and periodic jobs introduced by the FMU holders, such as nursery and silvicultural 
activities through contracted labour. The number of communities currently engaged in 
permanent jobs provided by the FMU holders remains relatively marginal. The communities’ 
main concern includes the community livelihood, environment quality (water, air and the 
forest), and the provision of infrastructure development and maintenance (roads, bridges, 
etc.). In addition, the contributions also cover the promotion of human resource development, 
provision of health accommodation, and the contribution towards positive changes of living 
and culture among the communities. 
 
SFM contributions based on the respondents’ perceptions include improved environmental 
quality, provision of job opportunities, provision of infrastructure development and 
maintenance, and uplifting the standard of living of the communities. Apart from the positive 
contribution of SFM implementation, the local communities are also susceptible to the issues 
and problems of SFM implementation in their respective village. Some of the pertinent issues 
and problems  observed are related  to the claim on their native customary rights inside the 
forest, status of land ownership, dispute of boundary, protection of water catchment area, and 
the restriction for activities inside the FMU area (agricultural, collecting forest produce, 
hunting, etc.) (Table 23, p. 170). Other issues are the lack of understanding of the SFM 
concept and implementation, the lack of infrastructure maintenance (roads, housing under 
community project), the lack of job provision and opportunity, and the uncertainty of the 
sustainability of forestry community projects. The Human Rights Commission of Malaysia 
(SUHAKAM) applied the ‘broad-based human rights approach’ to study the conflicts that 
convoluted between the local communities with the forest at the national level (SUHAKAM, 
2013), with the results which include matters related with gazettal of forest reserve, weakness 
of co-management efforts, impact of logging activities and treatment by enforcements officers 
to the communities.  
 
Most of the communities solve their problems by conveying the issues through meetings and 
representation by the heads of the villages. They also convey their problems and claims 
through representation of community leaders such as assembly members, District Officers, 
Native Chief and the Assistants of the Native Chiefs, the Sabah Forestry Department, other 
governmental agencies, SUHAKAM and NGOs (Figure 66, p. 176; Figure 67 p. 178). The 
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communities are reluctant to disclose their claims directly to the FMU holders, which 
demonstrate a gap in communication between the two parties. The overall perception of the 
local communities on the contributions of SFM implementation towards their livelihoods is 
still at trivial level. Experiences made before and after the SFM concept was introduced show 
a significant change from a high to low contribution on the forest for varieties of uses (Figure 
68, p. 180). This is due to the restriction imposed by both the FMU holders and the SFD to the 
communities to enter the forest. The implementation of the SFM concept in their respective 
area has not brought significantly positive changes in many aspects of their socio-economy. 
The livelihood and the experience of the alterations in livelihood and development that 
occurred in their villages are not very much affected by the SFM system that was introduced 
to manage the forest in their respective areas. 
8.4.5 Stakeholder Relation with FMU Holder 
 
Having a good relationship with the FMU holder is necessary to secure and to sustain the 
stakeholders’ claims and interests associated with the SFM implementation. The level of 
stakeholder involvement and relation with FMU holders can be determined by the level of 
their participation, which is based on the ‘ladder of participation theory’ (Arnstein, 1969; 
Conde & Londsale, 2005; Cornwall, 2008). The participation of the multi-interest stakeholder 
group was identified based on this concept (Figure 57, p. 156). The different levels of 
participation  include the sharing of information (understanding problems, alternatives, 
opportunities and solutions), consultation (providing feedback through analysis, alternatives 
and decisions), functional participation (working and deciding together throughout the 
process to ensure that the concerns and aspirations of stakeholder are directly reflected), 
interactive participation (acting together and collaborating in each aspect of the decision 
including the development of alternatives and the identification of the preferred solution), and 
self-mobilizing (being empowered to decide during the final decision-making), (Pretty, 1995; 
Conde & Londsale, 2005). It was noted that the numbers of people at the different levels of 
stakeholders’ participation within the multi-interest stakeholder group were varied, with fewer 
stakeholders confined to the higher level of the stakeholders’ ladder of participation. It is also 
evidence of a distinct power relationship is at the centre of the participation process (Buchya 
& Hoverman, 2000).  
 
Stakeholders under the multi-interest stakeholder group were essentially engaged with the 
FMU holders through letters of correspondence, to a lesser extent meetings, direct interviews, 
consultancy, and public and social relations (Figure 54, p. 153). A variety of documentation 
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exists that can assist and support  the SRM from the stakeholders point of view  including 
policy and legal documentation (Forest Enactment 1968 and Rules 1969, State and Federal 
policy, SFMLA/LTL agreement), and technical and management guidelines (Forest 
Management Plan, EIA and Standard Operating Procedure (SOP)).  Different stakeholders 
perceived the importance of the documentation differently, depending on the relevance to 
their organisations and the purposes of use (Figure 56, p. 155).  Some relevant approaches 
that support the SRM in accomplishing stakeholders’ claims and interests are asking 
assistance from SFD or other government agencies and institution, education and research 
programmes, the forest certification programme, infrastructure development at the FMU 
level, and the direct approach through participating in dialogues, CSR, HRD, and the media 
(Figure 55, p. 154). 
 
Most of the stakeholders in local communities rarely participated in direct engagement with 
the FMU holder. There were only a small number of the communities who had the experience 
of being engaged with the FMU holder through meetings, trainings, interviews, social 
contacts and correspondence by letter (Figure 60, p. 168). On the other hand, the local 
communities preferred to depend on the roles of secondary or third parties to channel their 
claims, interests and problems associated with SFM implementation to the FMU holders. 
These parties included the SFD, local governments (District Offices), and the representation 
by assemblymen (YB), local NGOs (PACOS Trust), international organisations (UNDP), 
associations, and other government agencies (Figure 67, p. 178). The role of the heads of the 
community (Ketua Kampung and Pengerusi JKKK) is also highly important as the 
communities’ representatives when dealing with higher authorities and other government 
agencies. The communities convey their problems related to the issues and problems with 
SFM implementation at the FMU level through the heads of the villages, community 
representatives (assemblymen), the Sabah Forestry Department and other government 
agencies, NGOs, and only a small number who convey their problems directly to the FMU 
holder (Figure 66, p. 176). 
 
It was evidence that every village had a different level of conflict and cooperation with the 
FMU holders, which indicated the different problems and issues faced by the local 
communities with the FMU holders (Table 23, p. 170). Approaches to solve the problems 
between the local communities and FMU holder include community level approaches 
(representation by the head of the village), community leaders representation (assemblymen, 
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Native Chiefs and District Officers), expert-based representation (Sabah Forestry Department 
and other government agencies), and through association and NGOs representation. 
8.4.6 Categorisation of SFM Stakeholder 
 
There are many ways of categorizing the stakeholders of SFM implementation at the FMU 
level. Under the stakeholder centric’, it is necessary to differentiate the main groups based on 
their fundamental interests in the concept. In this study, the multi-interest group is further 
categorized into subgroups based on the different institutions of SFD, other government 
agencies, and other institutions that do not belong to the governmental institution. The 
stakeholders under the multi-interest group can also be categorized along their behaviour and 
perceptions towards various issues related to the SFM implementation. With the help of 
statistical analysis of SPSS with the Principal Component Analysis approach, the structure 
matrix (Appendix 39, p. 300) of the stakeholder groups in this study was identified according 
to different group characteristics such as optimist, inclusive, advocate, apathetic, activist, or 
pessimist (Figure 69).  
 
Figure 69: Stakeholder Categorisation under the Multi-interest Stakeholder Group 
Source: Author’s construct 
 
Categorisation based on conflict and cooperation may not apply to the multi-interest group 
due to the insignificant statistical outcome of nonparametric tests using the Kruskal-Wallis 
(H) for the different subgroups (Appendix 31, p. 290). The stakeholder in the local 
community group can be categorized along the different levels of dependency on the forest, 
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the existence or non-existence of community forestry programmes, the level of interests or 
claims, and the level of cooperation and conflict. The level of cooperation and conflict 
between stakeholders and FMU holders are found to be statistically significantly different 
among the selected villages in nonparametric tests using the Kruskal-Wallis (H) (Appendix 
32, p. 291). The different relations between the selected villages and FMU holders under 
scrutiny in this study can be categorized in stakeholder groups with ‘high’ or ‘very high’ 
levels of cooperation with a ‘low level’ of conflict, ‘high’ or ‘very high’ conflict with a ‘low’ 
level of co-operation, ‘very high’ conflict with a ‘low’ level of cooperation, and a ‘moderate’ 
level of conflict or co-operation (Figure 70). 
 
Cooperation 
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High  Kota Marudu    
Moderate   Tambunan   
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Figure 70: Stakeholder Categorisation Based on Matrix of Cooperation and Conflict between 
Villages and FMU Holders 
Source: Author’s construct 
 
8.5 Theoretical Reflection 
 
Assessment of stakeholder participation under SFM implementation in this study was 
conducted with the approach of triple ‘typology perspectives of stakeholder theory’. The 
theoretical framework has been of great use in studying the involvement and participation of 
stakeholders in SFM implementation from the different perspectives of ‘conceptual’, 
‘corporate’, and ‘stakeholder’ point of view. 
8.5.1 The Conceptual Centric  
 
The ‘conceptual centric’ perspective advanced understanding of the SFM idea that was 
implemented within the state. This is based on the wide range of documentation at different 
levels (e.g. at international, national, state and management levels).  Information of SFM 
implementation at the FMU level was also acquired from the personnel experts of SFD and 
FMU holders, and from other stakeholders related  to SFM that include the multi-interest 
group and the local community group. In a related study undertaken by Konrad et al. (2006) 
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on the sustainable development concept, the normative aspect identified the common moral or 
theoretical ground of the concept under economic, social and environmental aspects, as well 
as other requirements under the fourth dimension of second-order requirements. In this study, 
the normative interpretations of SFM were identified based on the principle of multiuse that 
encompassed the provision of an optimum mix of human-valued products and services 
(Wiersum, 1995 p. 322). These comprise the various issues of the thematic criteria for SFM, 
which define the sustainable or good forest management based on the extent of forest 
resources, forest health and vitality, productive functions of forests, biological diversity, 
protective functions of forests, socio-economic benefits and needs, and legal, policy and 
institutional frameworks (FAO/ITTO/INAB, 2003; Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). The SFM 
concepts implemented in accordance with FMP and other technical and operational 
guidelines, which stipulated a responsible way to integrate the use of forest resources and 
conservation of biodiversity to meet social, economic, ecological, cultural, and spiritual needs 
of present and future generations (Arts & Buizer, 2009). 
 
The common moral of the SFM concept is associated with elements of the economy, 
environment, social, and the fourth dimension of second order requirement (Steurer et al., 
2005). The elements of the economy include the economic benefit of the forest, trade and the 
marketing of forest products, industry and downstream timber processing, sustainable source 
of timber and non-timber forest products, job opportunities, and the contribution of income to 
the state economy. The environmental components are forest restoration, climate change, soil 
erosion and river pollution, water catchment areas, soil fertility, species richness and wildlife 
natural habitat. The social elements under SFM encompass the living standard of the local 
community, safety of workers and community, conservation of unique features of society, 
culture and spirit, the acceptance of the public, opportunities for recreation, information 
sharing with local communities, accessibility of forest resources to the local communities, and 
respecting their rights. The fourth dimension of second order requirements comprises many 
topics, which include information sharing, equitable benefit sharing, stakeholder participation, 
coordination and collaboration, and transparency and accountability (Steurer et al., 2005; 
Konrad et al., 2006). In addition, leadership and administration, capacity for research and 
development, human resource development, education programmes, laws and regulations, 
adaptation of new technology, gender, financial capital, communication strategies, and levels 
of awareness of the SFM concept are covered. 
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The FMU holders and their stakeholders under the multi-interest stakeholder group and local 
communities have different views on various issues of the SFM concept. The FMU holders 
are responsible as the government’s partners to manage and protect the forest according to all 
SFM principles and legal requirement stipulated under the SFMLA/LTL agreement. At the 
same time, the FMU holders have to fulfil their obligations towards corporate objectives in 
order to gain profit by investing in the state-driven SFM business. The responsibilities of the 
FMU holders towards their FMU areas also encompass the accountability to fulfil 
requirements of social aspects, which include societal interaction or are identified as 
stakeholder relations management (SRM) (Steurer et al., 2005). The conceptual perspective 
emphasises stakeholder issues from the SFM point of view. The SRM manages business-
society relations in a strategic way as to reduce stakeholder pressure from the multi-interest 
stakeholder group, as well as from the local community (Figure 71). The approach aims at 
strengthening the voluntary side of corporate centric which is regarded as a mediating concept 
rather than being either mandatory or fully voluntary (Steurer et al., 2005). 
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(government driven policy)  
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Figure 71: Conceptual Centric and Inter-relation with Corporate and Stakeholders under 
Stakeholder Relation Management (SRM) 
Source: Author’s construct 
 
There are different SRM approaches towards the distinct stakeholders under the SFM 
concept. The stakeholders can be categorized based on the internal and the external groups. 
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The internal group consists of the FMU workers who directly engage in the SFM operation at 
the FMU level while the external group consists of the multi-interest stakeholder group and 
the local community group. The effective management of the stakeholders can contribute to 
the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level.  As stated by Freeman and McVea 
(2001 p. 10), a stakeholder approach emphasizes active management of the business 
environment, relationships, and the promotion of shared interests. The Quality Management 
System helps the FMU holders’ administration to be more effective and efficient with their 
quality documents. Training programmes under the HRD programmes can advance the skills 
of the FMU workers, and the CSR programmes can support stakeholders’ identification and 
address their needs, build a relationship with stakeholders, and improve the quality of lives 
and capacity levels of the communities. In turn, this will help to attain the social, 
environmental and economic aspect of the SFM concept. Approaches that are related to SRM 
under SFM at the FMU level include the concepts of partnership, participation, cooperation 
and collaboration under the various programmes such as community forestry, joint forest 
management, CSR programmes, inter-agencies involvement, and contract forestry that will 
promote and support the SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
8.5.2 The Corporate Centric  
 
The corporate perspective highlights the way in which the corporations deal with stakeholders 
who are described by the metaphor of ‘focusing on how the hub (i.e. the corporation) can turn 
faster (i.e. perform better) with the given spokes (i.e. its stakeholders),’ (Rahman and 
Waddock, 2003 p 9; Steurer, 2006). It is associated with the corporate understanding of the 
concept, the significance of particular stakeholder groups and SRM through the lens of the 
corporation (Konrad et al., 2006 p 90). This also involves understanding how the companies 
deal with stakeholders (descriptive aspect) and the effects of stakeholder resource 
management on the performance of the corporation (instrumental aspect) (ibid p 90). The 
analysis of the interrelation can be carried out with a combination of literature, reports 
analysis and surveys with outcomes that could identify the prominent issues of the concept 
under study, and reveal the groups of stakeholders that are important to the corporation (ibid). 
 
The perspective also illustrates how the FMU holders interact with their stakeholders in order 
to secure important resources (Steurer, 2006) that will determine the effective implementation 
of SFM at the FMU level. In this study, the FMU holders under the different categories of 
state, state enterprise and private sector identified the FMU programmes and activities that are 
important to stakeholders, which include community forestry followed by forest conservation, 
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forest protection, plan development and preparation, administration and human resource 
development. The other programmes are related to research and development, eco-tourism, 
forest restoration, implementation and supervision of AWP and other operations on the 
ground, and forest auditing and monitoring. The important stakeholders that are based on the 
FMU holders ranking are the internal stakeholder of FMU workers, followed by the external 
stakeholders of SFD-District, SFD-HQ/FRC, contractors, local communities, local authorities, 
consultants, businessmen/traders and researchers/scientists. Other stakeholders are state 
government agencies, manufacturers, shareholders, NGOs (local), international agencies, 
NGOs (international), donors, federal government agencies, and also other FMU holders.  
 
There are many SRM approaches employed by the FMU holders to deal with the different 
issues that involve stakeholders in their respective FMU. SRM approaches related to internal 
stakeholders include quality management systems, HRD, and Standard Operating Procedures 
(SOP). Approaches associated with the local community encompass various community 
forestry development projects, joint forestry management, contract forestry, and Corporate 
Social Responsibility. The SRM means that involving multi-interest stakeholder groups 
includes inter-agency planning teams, stakeholder workshops, project steering committees, 
and a close coordination and participation of various agencies. The collaboration and 
cooperation at the international level employ Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 
contract agreements, and various joint venture management committees. The important 
supporting tools for SRM include the Forest Management Plan/Conservation Area 
Management Plan, Annual Work Plan, related government policies at the state and federal 
level, the Forest Enactment of 1968, and the Environmental Impact Assessment. Other 
programmes that support the SRM consist of the Forest Certification Program, research and 
education, and also the provision of the facilities and infrastructure at the FMU level.  
 
Under the corporate centric, the SRM can be regarded as a process of engaging and managing 
stakeholders (Figure 72). This process embraces stakeholder identification and is followed by 
the development of an effective communication and the establishment of a good relationship 
which eventually promotes trust between stakeholders and the FMU holder (Bass, 2001). A 
good SRM approach will support effective participation from the stakeholders to get engaged 
in the process of the balancing of issues and conflict, or finding solutions for problems that 
occurred, and also to contribute experience and knowledge to enhance SFM implementation.  
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Figure 72: Interrelations of SFM, Stakeholders, SRM, SRM Supporting Tools and FMU 
Holder under the Corporate Centric  
Source: Author’s construct 
 
 
8.5.3 The Stakeholder Centric  
 
The stakeholders under the SFM implementation are connected to the FMU holder based on 
different reasons. Some are directly involved with the FMU operations while others have 
claims and interests related to the forest, the local communities, or with other stakeholders 
associated with SFM implementation at the FMU level. The FMU’s stakeholders can be of 
internal and external origin within the FMU holder’s organisation.  The internal stakeholders 
comprise the FMU workers while the external stakeholders encompass local communities and 
the multi-interest stakeholder group. The multi-interest stakeholder group consists of SFD 
personnel, other government agencies associated with SFM implementations, and the mixed 
groups of NGOs, associations, consultants, the private sector, and other institutions. 
Stakeholder centric assessments encompass the local communities and the multi-interest 
stakeholder group. 
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The stakeholders under the multi-interest stakeholder group are associated with the FMU 
holder  based on the functional relationship such as government agencies, involvement in 
various SFM activities  related  to management and conservation of the forest for 
environment, wildlife and biodiversity, involvement in SFM operations (e.g. forest 
harvesting, forest plantations, community forestry, trade and industry, recreation, culture and 
tourism, agriculture, agroforestry and protection of environmental services), internal 
relationships with the FMU holders (e.g. employees and FMU contractors, suppliers), and the 
relation with other stakeholders (e.g. private ones, consultants, manufacturers, researchers, 
tourism). Others are connected to programmes undertaken under the SFM concept (EIA 
programme, SFM monitoring and auditing, education and research, and involvement with 
communities who live inside the forest reserves). A stakeholder may engage with a variety of 
relationships as stipulated above (e.g. SFD), while others may only participate in a very 
specific field (such as consultants). The influential factors for stakeholder involvement and 
commitment towards SFM implementation include the aims of good management of the 
forest, protection and conservation of the environment, conservation of biodiversity, 
protection of water catchment areas, and forest research and education programmes. The 
legitimacy of the stakeholders is associated with their relevance to the SFM concept, referred 
to in the SFM documentation that is prescribed under the conceptual centric, such as the 
SFMLA/LTL agreement, the Forest Enactment and the FMP. 
 
Stakeholders under the local community group are mainly related to the SFM based on their 
livelihood and dependency on the forest in the FMU area which is located nearby their 
village. Some respondents are engaged with community development projects undertaken by 
the FMU holder. The local communities are implicated to secure their rights and claims on the 
importance of the forest to their livelihood. Some are employed in community forestry 
projects or joint forest management projects, which were introduced to improve their living 
conditions. The existence of the communities’ village with many historical signposts in the 
nearby FMU area are example of legitimate basis for the local communities’ claims related to 
the SFM implementation. Stakeholder can meet their claims and interests through 
stakeholder’s strategies or SRM (Figure 73). Some approaches towards this strategy include 
the involvement of relevant government agencies or other institutions and organizations, 
education and research programmes, forest certification programmes, infrastructure 
development at the FMU level, and direct approaches through participation in dialogues, 
CSR, HRD, and the media. 
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Figure 73: Interrelations of SFM, FMU holder, Legitimacy, Stakeholder’s Strategy / SRM and 
FMU Holder under the Stakeholder Centric 
Source: Author’s construct 
 
The stakeholders under local communities communicate with FMU holders through 
representatives of their leaders and assembly members, government agencies, NGOs, and 
international organizations. One of the important approaches for stakeholder involvement is 
related with leadership and participation in forest forum to contribute in strategy process to 
sectorial activities (Gane, 2007). 
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The subject of SFM is complex and entails a comprehensive relation between forest and 
people. Some connotations indicating the complexity of the context are ‘voodoo science’ 
(Prabhu et al., 2001), ‘a wicked problem, a messy situation’ (McCool and Stankey, 2001) and 
an ‘eminently malleable concept’ (Colfer et al., 2001), as cited in (Gough, Innes, & Allen, 
2008).  It is challenging to understand the whole concept of SFM which is ever changing and 
evolving over time. As human development is progressing, experience, knowledge and 
understanding are increased, which inevitably changes their views and expectations towards 
the environments. This study is about the current state of SFM implementation in Sabah, and 
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investigation were related to relationship between FMU holders and the stakeholders that 
entangled under the SFM concept. The selection of FMU holders was based on the pattern of 
their different characteristics which comprised the size of the FMU area, management 
objectives, the distinct background of FMU holders, the existence of local community in the 
area, and the presence of forestry programmes involving local communities in the FMU area.  
The results from the study, therefore, were not sought to represent every single FMU 
currently operating in the state. It is rather to understand the patterns of FMU holder-
stakeholder relationship at the management level based on the different individual 
characteristics.  
The ‘triple typology’ of stakeholder approach contributes to understand how corporate centric 
embraces a wide-ranging spectrum of assessments from ‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’ and 
‘stakeholder’ points of views (Steurer, 2006). The ‘stakeholder theory’ as the principal 
theoretical background of this study has its limitations which instigated the disagreement and 
debates between different scholars. The fundamental assumptions of the theory on the roles of 
organisation that should benefit and to be accountable to all stakeholders were criticized by 
(Sternberg, 2009 pp. 7-8) as incompatible with business, undermining accountability, 
unjustified and “…suited to serving authoritarian and collectivist political ends”. Some 
economists claim that stakeholder management promotes mismanagement by giving 
managers too much power to distribute shareholder wealth in questionable ways (Jensen, 
2002; Sundaram and Inkpen, 2004) as cited in Laplume et al., 2008 p. 1179. (Key, 1999 p. 
321) criticize the stakeholder theory as inadequate explanation of process, incomplete linkage 
of internal and external variables, insufficient attention to the system within which business 
operates and the level of analysis within the system and inadequate environment assessment. 
In the book of Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art, (Freeman et al., 2010) point out 
some discussion on the stakeholder theory arguing that it is not a really theory, since there is 
too much vagueness in the definition, and some suggest it as an alternative of the theory of the 
firm as opposed to the shareholder theory of the firm (p. 63). The stakeholder theory as the 
background of this study was selected owing to the centrality of stakeholder framework, 
which is identified as a ‘genre’ of management theory with variety of uses, and function in 
‘an array of settings’ that serve diverse of purposes (ibid p. 64). It is a pragmatism approach 
to research in organisation studies, with the goal of enquiry as generating insight and creat ing 
meaning out of experience that is useful to lead better lives (ibid p. 73).  
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The theoretical framework used in this study delineates a broad approach to explain the 
interrelationship between corporate and stakeholders under the SFM concept.  The 
‘conceptual centric’ provides the fundamental basis for understanding the overall SFM 
concept where both the FMU holder as corporate centric and the stakeholder meet and interact 
with each other. It is also outlines the normative functions of SFM concept, which aims to 
contribute towards the progress under the broader concept of sustainable development.  The 
FMU holders under the corporate centric are engaged in managing the forest with the guiding 
Forest Principles and other SFM documentation. Stakeholders are those who can affect or 
contribute towards the effectiveness of SFM implementation or those who are affected by the 
SFM implementation at the management level. The inter-relationship between the FMU 
holders and stakeholders embraced a wide range of issues that may only be apprehended by 
understanding the conceptual centric of Sustainable Forest Management concept. The SFM 
concept itself is broad, complex and dynamic. It involves the management scales of 
international, regional and local level, with temporal views at annual, mid and long-term, and 
the aspect that encompasses the economic, social and environmental dimension (Nilsson, 
2001).  
The stakeholder analyses that entail the investigation, identification, categorisation and 
differentiation should be based on clear objectives of the study. The triple typology 
perspectives offered to narrow down the scope of stakeholder identification on different 
perspectives of conceptual, corporate and stakeholder. The identification of stakeholders 
under the separate concepts may provide an unclear or unrealistic list of stakeholders. One 
example is the identification and differentiation of the actual and potential stakeholders.  The 
conceptual centric could provide a list of stakeholders based on theoretical background, 
whereas identification of stakeholders by the corporate centric is based on pragmatism (i.e.  
stakeholder existence under the real time situation). Stakeholder investigation under 
conceptual centric may be important for the policy makers to embrace the entirety of 
stakeholders, some of which may not even exist on the ground. Stakeholder identification 
under corporate centric could be more realistic and valid for the purposes of managing 
corporate stakeholders.  Investigation and identification of the stakeholder under the 
‘stakeholder centric’ is complex which may entail a ‘stakeholder network analysis’, which is 
beyond the scope of this study. The approach applied under the corporate centric to identify 
stakeholders based on the details of a chain of responsibilities or a list of operations could be 
a more practical way by which the corporate entities identify and investigate their 
stakeholders on a self-assessment basis. It is however, highly technical. Complete and reliable 
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information can only be acquired if the personnel implicated in the assessment are highly 
knowledgeable and experienced within their fields.  
Conducting stakeholder analysis is challenging and needs a lot of reflection to make it work. 
This includes time, planning and skills so as to make the approach to be successful on the 
ground. More time is needed for more comprehensive results. Time is crucial in planning and 
preparing tools for stakeholder analysis involving participation from the stakeholders (e.g. 
questionnaire surveys and Q methodology). Running the established tools in the field is 
another challenge, with many expectations but some remain unfulfilled. Not all respondents 
are willing to co-operate. There were organisations and associations that were not open to 
sharing their experiences and views with regard to SFM implementation in the state. With 
limited resources, time and capacity; involving more participation from the FMU holders, the 
multi-interest stakeholder groups and local community was not possible. Instead of depending 
on the number of respondents, the endeavour was to utilise and optimise all the available 
means to gather the information from the participants. The triangulation methods embracing 
interviews and discussions, Questionnaire survey, Q methodology, observations and literature 
reviews were employed to obtain results for the study.  
Communicating with the stakeholders implicated in the study was crucial to understanding 
their involvement in SFM implementation. The language that was used during the study 
affected the outcomes of the study. The state of Sabah is well-known for its multi-ethnicity 
with having more than 25 ethnic groups living in the different places throughout the state. 
There were at least more than 5 ethnic groups with different languages who participated in 
this study, mainly under the local community stakeholder group. The national ‘Malay’ 
language was used as the primary medium during the data collections. Whereas, some 
participants, in the remote areas did not understand the language, thus, the barriers could limit 
the in-depth data collection through personal communication. Translation was necessary to 
interpret the language understood by the respondents. The data collection was limited by the 
period of fieldwork study. Some restrictions of data collection included accessibility to the 
case study areas, especially village located in remote areas. It was an immense challenge to 
approach the villages especially during rainy season. It required at least two to four days to be 
in every village, to become acquainted with the communities and involved them in the data 
collection through questionnaire surveys and discussions. The interpretation on the results of 
stakeholder behaviour towards SFM implementation under the selected FMU could be also 
influence by other FMU holders who operate in the vicinity or neighbouring area.   
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CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
9.1 The Added Value of Triple Typology Perspective of Stakeholder Theory 
 
This study was conducted in order to understand the human aspect under the implementation 
of sustainable forest management. The aim has been to explain the interrelation between the 
corporate centric and stakeholders that occurred under the SFM concept. The business-
stakeholder interrelation was examined and discussed from three different perspectives of 
‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’ and ‘stakeholder’ centric, collectively identified as the ‘Triple 
Typology Perspective of Stakeholder Theory’.  The ‘conceptual centric’ is related to the 
overall SFM concept that was introduced in the state. The emphasis is on understanding the 
overall organisation and implementation of the SFM concept and its interrelation with 
corporate-stakeholder at the FMU level. The ‘corporate perspective’ deals with the 
managerial aspect of SFM that involves the interpretation and implementation of the SFM 
concept at the FMU level. It also incorporates the approaches used by FMU holders to 
manage their stakeholders through ‘stakeholder relation management’. The ‘stakeholder 
centric’ relates to stakeholder behaviour and perceptions of the implementation of SFM and 
how they try to influence the corporation in order to accomplish their claims. Stakeholder 
analysis was employed to gather information, by a combination of methods such as literature 
reviews, expert interviews, discussion, focus groups, questionnaire surveys and Q-
Methodology. The approach has been to identify and understand the SFM stakeholders from 
the different perspectives of ‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’ and ‘stakeholder’ centric. 
 
The element of conceptual centric advances the understanding of the overall SFM concept. 
The mechanism for stakeholder identification, categorization and differentiation under this 
concept was explored in different ways. This required input from various SFM documents of 
international, national, state and FMU levels; the physical observation on the forest functions 
and characteristics through forest classification or the forest zonation at the management 
level; and observation on various forest operations undertaken at the forest management level.  
This documentation can assist to identify the arrangements of different stakeholders. The 
arrangement can be based on the level of stakeholder existence (international, national or 
management level e.g. Forest Principles); power relation (hard power (governmental), 
economic power (industrial), and soft power (other NGOs and institution), (e.g. Forest 
Enactment, SFMLA/LTL agreement); and based on various SFM activities and chain of SFM 
operations (i.e. by refering to FMP, AWP, CHP, etc.). The documentation is also recognised 
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as the normative reference and guidelines for the SFM concept, which have to be taken into 
account by both the FMU holders and the stakeholders. The behaviour and perceptions of 
stakeholders towards the implementation of SFM can provide an indication of the overall 
progression of the concept. The perceptions are subject to the output of management 
objectives encompassing social issues, economy and environment. They also depend upon the 
various issues connected with SFM processes and implementation, which are attributed to the 
descriptive, instrumental and normative aspects of the SFM concept. The study on stakeholder 
perception and behaviour not only isolates the various categories and characteristics of 
stakeholders, but also the different perspectives on the progress of the SFM concept. This is 
necessary as a guideline during the progress of implementation or to determine modifications 
required in the spheres of social, economic and environmental development, thereby 
advancing the implementation at the management level.  
 
The social aspect of SFM under this study is found to be the least developed as compared 
with the other two pillars of the SFM concept namely economic and ecological aspects. In 
(Tongkul et al., 2013), some of the issues and challenges highlighted with regard to the 
implementation of SFM in the state include ensuring the rights of local indigenous 
communities who live within and adjacent to the forest reserve, and the minimal incorporation 
and input of traditional knowledge in forest management. In addition, reference is made to 
lack of participations by the local communities, the lack of proper joint management and 
mechanisms for co-management, and the benefit sharing between the community and relevant 
government bodies such as the SFD, Sabah Parks and Drainage and Irrigation Departments 
(ibid). Hence, the need to strengthen and advance the SRM under SFM implementation at the 
management level is clear. The established SRM under the technical and management 
guidelines for SFM at the FMU level need to be upgraded so as to fill the gap on the 
requirement for involvement with the communities. The programmes and activities for SRM 
under the SFM implementation, such as the community forestry program, joint forest 
management, corporate social responsibility and corporate social performance need to be 
developed further to promote more participation and opportunity to all stakeholders. The 
opportunities given, along with the integration of traditional knowledge under SRM can 
expedite the commitment from the local communities and other stakeholders to protect the 
forest, and therefore, to achieve the goals of the SFM concept (ibid).   
 
The corporate centric emphasises the relation between the FMU holder and stakeholders. The 
FMU holder translates the SFM concept into implementation at the FMU level. There are 
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different categories of FMU holders (i.e. government, state enterprise and the private sector). 
Different FMUs have different management objectives, which are to deal with the long-term 
sustainability of the forest for production, environmental services, socio-economic function, 
protection and conservation of biodiversity or the combination of any of the objectives. The 
Forest Management Plan is the main documentation that provides the information about the 
background of FMU. These include the policy statements, management objectives, the legal 
framework, the information of FMU area and timber resources, the management and 
protection prescription, manpower, cost and viability, forest management standards, and 
implementation and monitoring. All the other documents necessary for SFM implementation 
are specified as ‘verifiers’ under the Malaysian Criteria and Indicators for Forest Management 
Certification (Natural Forest), as data or information that enhances the specificity or the ease 
of assessment of an indicator. As indicated by (MTCC, 2012 p. 52), “Verifiers provide 
specific details that would indicate or reflect a desired condition of an indicator and add 
meaning, precision and usually also site-specificity to an indicator. They may define the limits 
of a hypothetical zone from which recovery can still safely take place (performance 
threshold/target). On the other hand, they may also be defined as procedures needed to 
determine satisfaction of the conditions postulated in the indicator concerned (means of 
verification).”  
 
The FMU holders identify the typical stakeholders during the long process of consultation or 
preparation of FMP. However, the stakeholders of SFM implementation that including those 
at international, national and management level is dynamic. Under the normative document of 
Malaysian Criteria and Indicators for Forest Management Certification (Natural Resource), 
the stakeholders can be identified based on their interest and participation under the Standards 
Review Committee, which includes of different groups of social (Indigenous people and 
Workers' Union), environmental, economic, relevant government agencies, expertise and 
consultant (ibid, 47-48). The stakeholder’s claims and interests or their perceptions and 
behaviour towards the SFM concept and implementation are changing over time. The past, 
current and future stakeholders behave differently towards SFM implementation, depending 
on their experience, level of awareness or knowledge on the SFM concept. They may advance 
or hinder SFM implementation at the FMU level. A stakeholder ranking can be developed 
based on stakeholders’ involvement in SFM operations to assess the level of importance or 
influence of the different stakeholders.  
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One of the challenges identified under the SFM implementation is related to the lack of the 
FMU holder approach to implicate the local communities in the co-management of 
community forest (Tongkul et al., 2013). It is evidenced in this study that every FMU holder 
has an obligation to their stakeholders, which is stipulated in the licence agreement and FMP. 
In many cases, the execution, however, can be only feasible under an integrated approach 
with the government agency. Being directly involved with the community, can be a 
burdensome to the FMU holders, particularly those within the private sector, especially when 
it comes to a conflict or dispute with the communities. Without a proper or well-established 
SRM approach, any conflicts can turn into more serious problems that will negatively 
influence the performance of SFM implementation. Some cultural backgrounds or local 
customs of the communities may prevent their involvement with the SFM implementation, 
which is beyond the FMU holders’ discretion. If the FMU holder is open to comprehending 
the potential of community participation in the SFM activities, a way forward may yet be 
found.  The SRM is, therefore, vital for the FMU holders to identify and to understand their 
stakeholders in order to manage their claims, interests or behaviours. These eventually may 
contribute towards the successful implementation of SFM in the long run. Through SRM, the 
FMU holders establish their relationships, develop trust and engage the stakeholders to 
participate in the SFM process. The FMU holder - stakeholders relations establish the 
common interest of the SFM concept and contribute to the overall objective towards the 
ultimate goal of human well-being under the sustainable development concept (Figure 74). 
The interrelations of the theories are combined as new contexts (Weber, 2012) that integrate 
the human perspective under stakeholder theory to achieve human objectives for 
sustainability under SFM policy, with a wider scope of the ecosystem approach and the 
sustainable development. It is also integrated with the business case of corporate 
sustainability (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002) that includes eco-efficiency and socio-efficiency for 
economic sustainability (corporate perspectives), eco-effectiveness and sufficiency for 
ecological sustainability (conceptual centric), and social effectiveness and ecological equity 
under the social sustainability (stakeholder centric). 
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Figure 74: Interrelation of ‘Triple Perspective Typology of Stakeholder theory’, SRM, SFM, Business-case for Corporate Sustainability, Ecosystem Approach 
and Sustainable Development  
Ecosystem Approach 
Dynamic Sustainable Forest Management 
Sustainable Development 
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The stakeholder perspective is concerned with understanding stakeholder claims, strategies 
and behaviours from the stakeholder points of view. This could include the exploration of 
stakeholder status and legitimacy, stakeholder identification and developing a typology of 
stakeholders (Steurer, 2006). The stakeholders under this study are identified as individual, 
groups or organisations that can affect or are affected by the FMU holder’s action in 
managing the forest under SFM principles. Every stakeholder has its own legitimacy, claims 
and interests, different level of power to influence, and different level of urgency. It is based 
on the stakeholder existence and its relation with the forest. It also depends on the relation 
with the FMU holder’s organisation and the functional roles of the stakeholders’ agency and 
organisation. The stakeholder can be an internal stakeholder of the FMU holder’s organisation 
or an external stakeholder. Based on the different interests of the stakeholders, they can be 
grouped under the multi-interest stakeholder group and the local community who live inside 
or near the forest under the FMU area. The multi-interest stakeholder group can be 
categorised as government agency who directly involved with the forest administration; other 
government agencies that have an interest and are related with the SFM implementation; and 
other institution and organisation that is not under government agency (e.g. FMU workers, 
industry, researchers, contractors, associations, businessman, NGOs).  
 
The stakeholders can be actively involved with SFM operations under the SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. There are also stakeholders who are not involved with any 
SFM operations, but highly affected or influenced directly or indirectly by SFM operation 
(e.g. water pollution caused by road construction or timber harvesting). The stakeholder can 
be described based on their conflict or cooperation with the FMU holders. The stakeholders’ 
relation with the forest can influence their behaviour and perceptions of SFM implementation 
and the FMU holders. The relation is associated with the importance and roles of the forest to 
different stakeholders. This includes assets for development, as a source and security of 
income, security of environment and bio-diversity, a source of livelihood, land for 
development and security, place for living, sustaining culture and custom, security of power 
sources, and place of scientific finding on natural based knowledge. Every stakeholder is also 
exposed to a limitation to achieve their interest. These limitations embrace the interest of 
other stakeholders or social constraints (community, public, and international), governing 
policies and law, resource availability, physical and geographical limitation, finance and 
technology, and other internal capabilities. The claims and interests under the SFM 
implementation can be of common or conflict among the different parties. To secure their 
claims, a synergy is necessary to overcome the constraints of their interests and establish a 
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common accepted interest to be secured by the different stakeholders or with the FMU 
holders which can be attained under the SRM.  
 
The interventions of humankind to the forest under the SFM activities (e.g. harvesting 
operations) can be also negatively impact the forest and the surrounding communities. The 
local communities have a different level of awareness and understanding on the importance of 
the forest to current and future generations. In some part of remote areas under the FMU, 
there are communities who are still lagging behind the main stream of development. They are 
illiterate and poor and still very much depend on the forest for their livelihood. In such a case, 
they are still far from the expectation of understanding the SFM concept and implementation. 
They may not understand the long term objectives stipulated under the SFM concept, but only 
see the immediate destruction of the forest that being harvested by the FMU holders. Under 
these circumstances there is a need to impart awareness among the communities. It is 
necessary for their livelihoods and survival to be secured before they would be willing to 
participate in SFM implementation. It is also essential for the stakeholders to be involved in 
building capacity and training programmes before they can be really prepare and readily 
engage and participate in the sustainable Forest Management programmes and activities.   
 
There are different approaches for stakeholder relation management under SFM 
implementation, both by FMU holders and stakeholders, which is depends on the different 
stakeholders’ perspectives. Some stakeholders may communicate directly with the FMU 
holder, but others communicate through their representatives or other relevant agencies or 
authorities who can deal directly with their problems such as the SFD and other government 
agencies. Other strategies that can assist them with their problems are research, education, the 
forest certification programme and human resource development. The approach under SRM 
may consist of management quality system, CSR program, the community forest development 
project; inter agency meetings and dialogue; and collaboration and cooperation with other 
agencies and institutions. SRM can assist in balancing conflicts that arise among the 
stakeholders, promoting cooperation and advancing the knowledge and understanding on the 
SFM concept among the stakeholders. The SRM approaches under the SFM implementation 
can augment participation by the stakeholders, which in turn will promote effective and 
efficient implementation of SFM at the FMU level. A mutual agreement and good 
relationship between the FMU holders and stakeholders that encompassing power relation, 
claims, interests, conflicts and cooperation may also be potentially established based on 
understanding of the SFM concept from both parties. To achieve this, awareness and 
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understanding of the concept should be imparted.  The responsibility towards SFM objectives 
achievements is not only the burden of the corporate entity or government, but also embraces 
the entire populations, including local and international community. All the efforts to 
accomplish the SFM objectives can be integrated under the Stakeholder Relation 
Management, which not only involves people and ideas but also the identification of practical 
means that could be implemented to achieve the SFM objectives at the management level.   
 
The future of SFM is very much dependent on how the ‘corporate centric’ can integrate the 
management of human aspects convoluted under the SFM concept. SFM is a communication 
tool for human inter-relationship that is embedded within the forestry sector, and touches as 
well other sectors related to the forest with the emphasis on social aspects.  It is also a 
communication tool between humans, the environment and the economy with emphasis on 
the management of the forest in an ethical and sustainable manner. While the thematic 
elements of SFM mainly comprise ecosystem conservation, production and harvesting and the 
socio-economic functions; the thematic elements of legal, policy and institutional frameworks 
that are necessary to support the other themes will remain as a challenge. This is the thematic 
element that puts the corporate and stakeholders into a relationship under various aspects. 
These are participatory decision making, governance and law enforcement, monitoring and 
assessment, and a broader societal aspect that includes the ‘fair and equitable use of forest 
resources, science research and education, infrastructure arrangements to support the forest 
sector, transfer of technology and capacity building, and public information and 
communication’ (FAO, 2013). In the long run, the success of SFM implementation under the 
FMU holders is not only dependent upon organisational resources (e.g. capital, human, 
technology) but also the corporate understanding on the overall SFM concept and how it 
integrates the stakeholders under the Stakeholder Relation Management.  
 
The stakeholder approach in this study is an application of the theory under the government 
proclaimed SFM policy as a strategy to manage the forest resource in the state. The SFM 
objectives under the ‘conceptual centric’ are implemented at the forest management unit level 
by the FMU holders who are the ‘corporate centric’, and the ‘stakeholders’ are those who can 
affect or contribute and also those who are affected by the SFM implementation. The 
‘conceptual centric’ is a normative and instrumental approach towards the realization of the 
corporate objectives in managing the forest that embrace the aspects of society, economy and 
environment. The corporate objective, in accordance with the ‘conceptual centric’, determines 
the stakeholders who have to be taken into account by the FMU holders, which include 
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current and future generations. The inter-relation among the ‘conceptual’, ‘corporate’ and 
‘stakeholder’ centric under the stakeholder relation management will determine the overall 
performance of the SFM business which is a dynamic process.  
9.2 Recommendations for Further Research 
 
The study that was undertaken has only involved the four selected FMUs as the case study. 
Much richer information can be acquired, should the study be extended to the other FMU 
areas. The involvement of participants undeniably reveals insight into the stakeholder 
interrelation under the SFM concept. Further study on stakeholder-FMU holder relation is 
essential to investigate in depth the influence of their mutual relationship, which could include 
the assessment of benefit sharing, the financial outcome and the overall impact on the 
effectiveness of SFM implementation.  
 
The process of SFM implementation is dynamic, as well as the stakeholder inter-relation 
involved in the progress. This ever-changing process offers a great opportunity for more 
investigations, thereby advancing knowledge based on pragmatic experience. The study of 
stakeholders is about human interaction. It shows how the interaction can influence the 
different parties of the relationship (stakeholder-corporate), and how the relationship can 
affect the wider surroundings of their environment (conceptual). It is suggested that a future 
study should engage more agencies, and greater participation of the researcher’s team.  It 
does, however, depend on the objectives and rationale, both from the practitioner and 
researcher. It is not only important to explore the current state of stakeholder interrelation, but 
also to investigate the need for policy development based on the different perspectives. Such a 
study could be deepened by integration of institutional and organizational issues under the 
‘corporate centric’; the Conflict Assessment method - Ethical Analysis (EA), (e.g. Effective 
conflict resolution - collaborative methods and effective conflict resolution - participatory 
approaches) (Gritten et al., 2009); the Social choice approach to SFM (Kant & Lee, 2004) and 
Social Network Analysis under the ‘stakeholder centric’. In any situation, and depending on 
what kind of information to be inquired, the tools for the investigation can be modified 
according to the perspective that is the most prominent for the purpose, be it the ‘conceptual’, 
‘corporate’ or ‘stakeholder’ centric point of view. 
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Appendix 1: Map of FMU Areas in Sabah, Malaysia. 
 
Source: Sabah Forestry Department.
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Appendix 2: Selected Initiatives, Stakeholders and Related References Associated with SFM Implementation at Various Levels.  
Level 
 
Inter-governmental Bodies / 
Agencies 
Task / Function 
Convention / Forum/ Council 
References 
International 
and regional 
level    
- FAO 
- ITTC 
- ILO 
- IPF/IFF/UNFF 
- European Union (GTZ/GIZ) 
- DANIDA 
- IUFRO 
- WWF 
- JICRAS 
- COFO 
- WWF 
- UNDP 
- ASEAN 
- APFC 
- AMAF 
- ASOF 
- ASFN 
 
 
 Forest initiatives on International 
and regional level  
 SFM   
 Information sharing and 
dissemination 
 Landscape and Environment 
 Environment and Education 
 Biodiversity 
 REDD 
 Climate Change 
 SOSEK-MALINDO 
 BIMP-EAGA 
 ITTO 
 UNFCCC 
 CBD 
 EU-Malaysian - FLEGT-VPA 
 Heart of Borneo Initiatives (HOB) 
 ASEAN Common Stand on 
International Issues on Forestry 
 ASEAN Common Forestry Policy 
 Intra –ASEAN Timber Trade 
 CITES 
 Commonwealth Forestry Conference 
 World Forestry Congress 
 The United Nations Conference on 
Environment and Development Forest 
Principles (UNCED, 1992), Agenda 21 
 Framework Convention for Climate 
Change, ratified in 1994 
 International Tropical Agreement 
(ITTA), ratified in 1994 
 ITTO Year 2000 Objective 
 ITTO Guidelines and Criteria 
Measurement of Sustainable Tropical 
Forest Management.  
 CITES, ratified in 1977 as international 
instrument to ensure sustainable harvest 
and trade of wild plant and animal 
species) 
 Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD) 
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…continued (Selected Initiatives, Stakeholders and Related References Associated with SFM Implementation at Various Levels)  
Level 
 
Inter-governmental and 
governmental bodies / agencies 
Task / Function References 
Federal 
level 
- National Forestry Council (NFC) - 
(comprising Deputy Prime 
Minister, States’ Chief Minister, 
Minister in charge of forestry and 
other Federal Ministers, and heads 
of the Forestry services of 
Peninsular Malaysia, Sabah and 
Sarawak). 
 Coordinate policy between the 
federal and state governments 
 Coordinate the implementation of 
National Forest Policy 
 Supervised development of NFP 
 Agrees annual allowable cut (AAC) 
for each state 
 Federal Constitution 
 Employees’ Social Security Act, 1969 
 Employees’ Social Security (General 
Regulations), 1971 
 Environmental Quality Acts, 1974 
 Environmental Quality (Scheduled 
Wastes) Regulation, 1989 
 Customs Export Prohibition Order 1998, 
Custom Act 1968 
 - Malaysian Timber Certification 
Council (MTCC) 
 Develop and operate national timber 
certification scheme for assessing 
forest management practice 
 Organized stakeholders meeting and 
provide financial support to NGOs 
or social groups facilitate in 
development and revision of MC&I. 
 Overseeing MC&I standard 
 Road Transport Act 1987 
 Labour Ordinance 2004 
 Occupational Safety and Health Act, 1994 
 Occupational Safety and Health (Use and 
Standards of Exposure of Chemicals 
Hazardous to Healthy) Regulation, 2000 
 Human Rights Commission of Malaysia 
Act, 1999 
 Industrial Relation Act, 1967 
 - Malaysian Timber Industry Board 
(MTIB) 
 Administration of timber imports 
 Responsible for downstream or 
processing end of industry and 
promoting Malaysian timber 
products both domestically and 
internationally (include Sabah) 
 Management Authority for CITES  
 Pesticide Act, 1974, 
 Plant Quarantine Act, 1976 
 Trade Unions Act 1959 (Act 262) 
 Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1952 
 Malaysian Criteria and Indicator (MC&I) 
 Malaysian Timber Industrial Board 
(Incorporation) Act 1973 (Act 105) 
 - Department of Standards  Registration for certification bodies 
to enable them to conduct FMU 
audits 
 Malaysian Communication and 
Multimedia Commission 2001 
 Maritime Law 1960 
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…continued (Selected Initiatives, Stakeholders and Related References Associated with SFM Implementation at Various Levels)  
Level 
 
Inter-governmental and 
governmental bodies / agencies 
Task / Function References 
 Federal 
level 
- Customs, Police and Army  Enforcement Activities   Malaysian Civil Aviation Regulation 
(MCAR) 1969 
  - Malaysian Timber Council (MTC)  Promote the Malaysian timber trade 
and develop the market for timber 
products 
 Factories and Machineries Act, 1967 
  - Ministry of Plantation Industries 
and Commodities (MPIC) 
 Oversight for development of forest 
industries, trade and marketing 
 
  - Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Environment (MNRE) 
 Plan, manage and control Malaysia’s 
natural resources and heritage 
including forest 
 
State level - Natural Resource Office  Coordinate, formulate and develop 
policies on natural resources. It is a 
crucial link between agencies and 
State-Cabinet on Policy Making 
 Sabah State Constitution 
 State Forest Policy 1954 
 Sabah Forest Enactment, 1968 (amended 
1992) 
  - State Executive Committee (State 
cabinet include Chief Minister and 
State Attorney General) 
 Decision to withdraw licence  Forest Rules, 1969 
 Interpretation (Definition of Native) 
Ordinance, 1952 
  - State Economic Planning Unit  Plays a key role in coordinating the 
implementation of government 
development plans, responsible for 
budgetary management and 
disbursement of funds 
 Environment Protection (Prescribed 
Activities, Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Order, 1999 
 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), 
Guidelines for Logging and Forest 
Clearance Activities 
  - Ministry of Tourism Development, 
environment, Science and 
Technology 
 Responsible for ecological 
conservation and environmental 
protection in Sabah, as well as for 
the promotion of Tourism 
 Conservation of Environment Enactment 
1996 
 Land Ordinance, 1930 (Sabah Cap. 68) 
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…continued (Selected Initiatives, Stakeholders and Related References Associated with SFM Implementation at Various Levels) 
Level 
 
Inter-governmental and 
governmental bodies / agencies 
Task / Function References 
 - Ministry of Town and Country 
Planning 
 Land use planning and development 
zonation, include preparation of 
District Development Plans and 
structure plan 
 Land  Acquisition  Ordinance  (Sabah  Cap  
69),   
 Environment Protection Enactment, 2002 
 Environment  Protection  (Amendment)  
Enactment 2004 
State level / 
FMU Level 
- Sabah Forestry Department  Responsible as implementing agency 
for SFM and management of forest 
reserves 
 Forest research and development  
 Coordinate enforcement actions  in the 
State 
 Relevant decisions of Civil Courts 
 Sabah Park Enactment 1984 
 Fisheries Act 1985 
 Inland  Fisheries and  Aquaculture  
Enactment  2003 
 Tourism Promotion Corporation Enactment 
1981 
  - Sabah Wildlife Department 
Kota Kinabalu 
 Protection and management of 
wildlife reserves, i.e. flora and fauna, 
including control of hunting and trade 
 Native Court (Native Customary Laws) 
Rules, 1995 
 State Cultural Heritage (Conservation) 
Enactment, 1997 
 - Environmental Conservation 
Department, Kota Kinabalu 
 Responsible for environmental 
protection including EIA on land 
development 
 Water Resource Enactment, 1998 
 Wildlife Conservation Enactment, 1997 
 Biodiversity Enactment, 2000 
 Environmental Quality Act 1974 
  - Land and Survey Department  Responsible for surveys and 
demarcation of exact boundaries of 
forest reserves, include of proposed 
extension 
 Wildlife  Regulations  1998 
 Local Custom enforceable by the Native 
Courts (Adats)  
 SFMLA 
  - Department of Drainage and 
Irrigation 
 Responsible for management of 
rivers, canals and overall hydrology, 
plays a key role in flood mitigation 
 SFM Criteria and Indicator 
 MC&I (Natural forest) 
 HCVF Tool Kit for Malaysia 
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…continued (Selected Initiatives, Stakeholders and Related References Associated with SFM Implementation at Various Levels)  
Level 
 
Inter-governmental and 
governmental bodies / agencies 
Task / Function References 
State level / 
FMU Level 
- Local Authorities – District 
Officer 
 Coordination of district 
administration, land utilization and  
local development   at the District 
level  
 RIL Operational Guide Book, Code of 
Practice for Harvesting, 2009 
 Labour Ordinance (Sabah) Cap 67 
 
Source: Author’s compilation based on various sources (e.g. Kollert et al., 2003; SFI, 2012; Timberwell, 2004; Maxland, 2011; Yayasan Sabah, 
1984; MTCC, 2012) 
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Appendix 3: Q Methodology: The Rotated Factor Matrix 
 
  
Loadings 
    NO QSORT 
 1 2 3 4 
Communality 
(h^2) 
Communality 
(h^2) % 
1  DFO1   0.6334 0.3056 0.1660 0.4194 0.52 52.21 
2  ADFO1         0.4243 0.4221 (0.1447) 0.4834 0.38 37.91 
3  SFM1          0.3712 0.6550 0.0066 0.2028 0.57 56.69 
4  HQCF       0.3942 0.2091 0.3865 0.3132 0.35 34.85 
5  SFM2       0.3538 0.1361 0.4808 0.1832 0.37 37.49 
6  SFM3   0.8012 (0.1160) 0.0705 0.1376 0.66 66.03 
7  DFO2    0.5436 0.3778 (0.0870) 0.4966 0.45 44.58 
8  DFO3  (0.0538) 0.7087 (0.0134) 0.0204 0.51 50.53 
9  DFO4           0.4324 0.2250 0.0604 0.5990 0.24 24.12 
10  SFM4  0.2283 0.1465 (0.4851) 0.0634 0.31 30.89 
11 ADFO2  0.2346 0.2779 0.4922 0.5662 0.37 37.45 
12 DFO5  0.4686 0.3666 (0.1507) 0.5568 0.38 37.67 
13 DFO6  0.0856 0.6309 0.0997 0.5695 0.42 41.53 
14 ADFO3  0.4585 0.3281 (0.0532) 0.2796 0.32 32.07 
15 MCEE1  0.4413 0.5487 0.0342 0.4929 0.50 49.70 
16 MCEE2  0.2165 0.4914 0.1773 0.2901 0.32 31.98 
17 HQKUP  0.5174 0.1155 0.0371 0.3183 0.28 28.24 
18 DFO7  0.6273 0.3512 0.0169 0.2010 0.52 51.71 
19 DFO8   0.0979 0.1859 0.2159 0.4456 0.09 9.08 
20 DFO9  0.3729 (0.0157) 0.0779 0.6100 0.15 14.54 
 Eigenvalue 3.72 2.92 1.05 3.28 65.86 
  Variance (%) 18.61 14.62 5.23 16.42 54.88 
  
Note: Factor Matrix with Red-Font Indicating a Defining Sort 
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Appendix 4: Q Methodology: Factor Characteristics 
Factors                                               1           2           3          4 
No. of Defining Variables                   5           4           2           3 
Average Rel. Coef.                  0.800    0.800    0.800    0.800 
Composite Reliability                 0.952    0.941    0.889    0.923 
S.E. of Factor Z-Scores               0.218    0.243    0.333    0.277 
 
Appendix 5: Q Methodology: Standard Errors for Differences in Factor Z-Scores 
Standard Errors for Differences in Factor Z-Scores  
(Diagonal Entries Are S.E. Within Factors) 
  
    Factor 
1 2 3 4 
1 0.309 0.326 0.398 0.353 
2 0.326 0.343 0.412 0.368 
3 0.398 0.412 0.471 0.434 
4 0.353 0.368 0.434 0.392 
 
Appendix 6: Q Methodology: Correlations between Factor Scores 
Correlations between Factor Scores 
                 1                     2               3               4 
1      1.0000    0.3783    0.1378    0.5888   
2      0.3783   1.0000    0.0836    0.4225   
3      0.1378   0.0836    1.0000    0.1810   
4 0.5888   0.4225    0.1810    1.0000 
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Appendix 7: Q Methodology: Factor Arrays of the Four Factors Loading 
 Q Statements Factor Arrays 
  1 2 3 4 
1 SFM promotes the efficiency of wood-based industry in the state. 6 0 3 0 
2 SFM encourages investment in the forestry sector at the FMU 
level. 
1 0 2 3 
3 SFM brings equitable benefit sharing of forest revenue to the 
people of the state. 
0 -5 0 -1 
4 SFM has no influence towards the rural development in the state. -5 -3 -3 -5 
5 SFM ensures the continuity of non-timber forest products to the 
local forest communities 
-2 -2 2 1 
6 SFM increase opportunities to meet needs for the social function of 
the forest (recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic value). 
3 -1 0 -3 
7 There are mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing of forest 
management at the FMU level. 
3 -5 -5 0 
8 SFM implementation secures archaeological, cultural and spiritual 
sites of the local communities. 
4 -2 -3 -2 
9 SFM implementation increased opportunities for employment in 
the forestry sector. 
5 0 -2 -1 
10 SFM could uplift the livelihoods of local forest communities. 0 -3 0 3 
11 SFM implementation has no influence toward financial incomes of 
the local forest communities. 
-4 -1 -2 -4 
12 The extent of FMU area could influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation. 
-3 4 -2 -3 
13 Forest-related laws and regulations are understood by the local 
communities. 
-1 -3 -1 2 
14 There has been no change in the level of awareness on sustainable 
forest management among stakeholders. 
-4 -1 -5 -4 
15 Stakeholder participation should be able to increase transparency 
and accountability in forest management. 
-2 2 -3 5 
16 There has been socio-economic and gender inequality on 
stakeholder participation in the SFM implementation. 
-4 -3 2 -1 
17 SFM implementation should encourage stakeholders’ participation 
in forest management activities. 
5 3 -4 1 
18 There is warranty of local communities’ claims on customary land 
inside the forest reserves. 
-3 -6 -5 -3 
19 SFM implementation provided opportunities to access information 
on forestry activities. 
4 0 0 -2 
20 SFM implementation should be able to reduce the rate of forest 
crime and offenses. 
-1 2 1 -1 
21 There is insufficient capacity of research and development with 
regard to SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
-5 3 -1 -4 
22 There are investments on research, education and extension 
through the implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
-1 -2 2 2 
23 There are increased capabilities on adaptation to new technology 
introduced in the forestry. 
-2 -4 4 0 
24 There is indigenous knowledge on forest management that is 
practiced at the FMU level. 
-3 -4 2 -3 
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…continued (Q Methodology: Factor Arrays of the Four Factors Loading)  
25 There is no effort to collect and record indigenous knowledge 
related to forest management at the FMU level. 
-4 0 -5 -5 
26 SFM implementation provides incentive and mechanism for 
human-resource development at the FMU level. 
1 -2 1 0 
27 There are mechanisms for the dissemination of information on 
SFM implementation. 
1 2 5 0 
28 There is no assurance for incentives to encourage SFM 
implementation. 
-5 -1 -3 -5 
29 SFM implementation promotes for forest certification at the FMU 
level. 
3 2 -1 5 
30 There are mechanisms for conflict resolution on disputes among 
different stakeholders. 
-1 1 4 3 
31 SFM implementation can enhance policy synchronization with 
other sectors. 
3 -4 -4 -2 
32 There are participation and coordination of various sectors in the 
discussion on SFM implementation of the FMU level. 
-2 -2 -2 -1 
33 Capital investment by the private sector can accelerate SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
2 4 0 3 
34 SFM implementation should be able to enhance the ability to 
predict long-term impacts of human intervention on forests. 
0 1 -6 6 
35 The collaboration between the Forestry Department and FMU 
holders is vital to ensure the success of SFM implementation at the 
FMU level. 
4 5 3 4 
36 Human-resource development is critical to enhanced awareness 
and capabilities of the current implementation of SFM. 
2 2 -2 3 
37 The FMU holders should involve stakeholders during discussion 
and negotiation as approach for solutions on issues related to SFM 
implementation. 
1 3 -2 2 
38 The roles of SFD are important as the mediator on disputes 
involving FMU holder and stakeholders on matters related to SFM 
implementation. 
3 5 -6 -2 
39 Stakeholder's involvement in direct engagement approached is an 
effective way to manage the multi-stakeholders interests. 
2 3 -1 1 
40 The effectiveness of SFM implementation at the FMU level is 
influenced by the administration and leadership of SFD. 
6 6 5 6 
41 Close relationship between SFD and political leaders are necessary 
to ensure effective implementation of SFM. 
0 4 -4 -2 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the 
effectiveness of SFM implementation on the ground. 
-6 -6 3 -6 
43 The indigenous communities received most of the negative impact 
of SFM implementation as compared to other stakeholders. 
-6 0 1 -3 
44 Local communities have traditional knowledge as to supplement 
effective implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
-2 1 -1 -4 
45 All relevant documentation on SFM implementation should be 
readily available for reference to all stakeholders. 
4 1 0 1 
46 Stakeholder participation in every meeting is necessary, regardless 
of whether the agenda is related or not. 
-3 0 0 2 
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…continued (Q Methodology: Factor Arrays of the Four Factors Loading) 
47 Stakeholder participation should be very important in finding the 
solution and recommendations on goals related with SFM 
programmes and activities. 
0 4 1 4 
48 Stakeholder participation should be able to influence the decisions 
made during the consultation. 
0 -1 1 2 
49 One of the goals for stakeholder participation should be to balance 
the disagreement among the stakeholders that involved. 
-2 2 0 4 
50 Good participation process should be able to promote learning 
about balance and the importance of various forest uses. 
2 3 4 2 
51 Stakeholder participation should be able to promote awareness on 
forest management and planning. 
-1 -1 -3 4 
52 The roles of SFD or other government agencies are important 
during the discussion that involving different views of stakeholders 
and FMU holders. 
1 5 6 0 
53 Participation through representation (by the local leader or 
associations / NGOs) is less effective as compared with direct 
communication with the FMU holders. 
-3 -4 2 -6 
54 There are many opportunities for training and other human 
development programmes for FMU workers under SFM 
implementation. 
-1 -2 3 0 
55 There are clear procedures to ensure the health and safety of FMU 
workers under SFM implementation. 
0 0 3 -1 
56 There are mechanisms and communication strategy to increase 
awareness on SFM implementation. 
0 1 6 1 
57 FMU holders recognize rights and customs of indigenous 
communities and provide means to resolve disputes on the matters. 
2 -5 -3 1 
58 There are research and education programmes related to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
1 -3 4 0 
59 Adequate financial capital is a key factor affecting the success of 
SFM implementation by the FMU holders. 
5 6 0 5 
60 The development and maintenance of physical infrastructure are 
importance to support implementation of SFM on the ground. 
2 1 5 -2 
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Appendix 8: Q Methodology: Factor Loading 1 
Rank 6 
40 The effectiveness of SFM implementation at the FMU level is influenced by the 
administration and leadership of SFD. 
6 
1 SFM promotes the efficiency of wood-based industry in the state. 6 
 
Items Ranked Higher in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
9 SFM implementation increased direct and indirect opportunities for employment in 
the forestry sector.   
5 
17 SFM implementation should encourage the participation of the local communities, 
NGOs and the private sector in forest management activities. 
5 
45 All relevant documentation on SFM implementation should be readily available 
for reference to all stakeholders. 
4 
19 SFM implementation at the FMU level provided opportunities for the public to 
access information on forestry activities. 
4 
8 SFM implementation secures archaeological, cultural and spiritual sites of the local 
communities. 
4 
6 SFM increase opportunities to meet needs for the social function of the forest 
(recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic value). 
3 
31 SFM implementation can enhance forest policy synchronization with other sectors. 3 
7 There are mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing of forest management at the 
FMU level. 
3 
57 FMU holders recognize rights and customs of indigenous communities and 
provide means to resolve disputes on the matters. 
2 
 
Items Ranked Lower in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
47 Stakeholder participation should be very important in finding solution regarding 
the goals and recommendations of programmes and activities related to the 
implementation of SFM. 
0 
56 There are mechanisms and communication strategy to increase awareness on the 
implementation of Sustainable Forest Management. 
0 
30 There are mechanisms of conflict resolution for resolving disputes among different 
stakeholders.     
-1 
49 One of the goals for stakeholder participation should be to balance the 
disagreement among the stakeholders that involved. 
-2 
46 Stakeholder participation in every meeting regarding the implementation of SFM 
is necessary, regardless of whether the agenda is related or not. 
-3 
16 There is inequality on socio-economic and gender with regard to stakeholder 
participation in the SFM implementation. 
-4 
21 There is insufficient capacity in terms of research and development with regard to 
SFM implementation at the FMU level.     
-5 
 
Rank - 6 
43 The indigenous communities received most of the negative impact of SFM 
implementation as compared to other stakeholders. 
-6 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation on the ground. 
-6 
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Appendix 9: Q Methodology: Factor Loading 2 
Rank 6 
40 Administration and leadership of SFD influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
6 
59 Adequate financial capital is a key factor affecting the success of SFM 
implementation by the FMU holders. 
6 
 
Items Ranked Higher in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
35 The collaboration between the Forestry Department and FMU holders is vital to 
ensure the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
5 
38 The role of Forest Department is important as the mediator between FMU holder 
and stakeholders with regard to disputes related to SFM implementation.   
5 
33 Capital investment by the private sector can accelerate the implementation of 
sustainable forest management. 
4 
41 Close relationship between the Forestry Department and political leaders is 
necessary to ensure effective implementation of sustainable forest management. 
4 
12 The extent of FMU area could influence the effectiveness of SFM implementation 
on the ground.   
4 
21 There is insufficient capacity of research and development with regard to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
3 
39 Direct engagement with stakeholders; such as meetings, interviews and workshops 
are one of the virtuous approaches to manage their interests. 
3 
37 The FMU holders should involve stakeholders during discussion and negotiation as 
approach for solutions on issues related to SFM implementation.  
3 
20 SFM implementation at the FMU level should be able to reduce the rate of forest 
crime and offenses. 
2 
44 Local communities have traditional knowledge as to supplement effective 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
1 
25 There is no effort to collect and record indigenous knowledge related to forest 
management at the FMU level. 
0 
11 SFM implementation has no influence toward financial incomes of the local forest 
communities. 
-1 
14 There is no change on the level of awareness of sustainable forest management 
among the stakeholders. 
-1 
28 There is no assurance for incentives to encourage sustainable forest management. -1 
 
Items Ranked Lower in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
2 SFM encourages investment in the forestry sector at the FMU level. 0 
48 Stakeholder participation should be able to influence the decisions made during the 
consultation. 
-1 
26 SFM implementations provide incentive and mechanism for human-resource 
development at the FMU level. 
-2 
54 There are many opportunities for training and other human development 
programmes for FMU workers under SFM implementation. 
-2 
22 There are investments on research, education and extension through the 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
-2 
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…continued (Q Methodology: Factor Loading 2) 
13 Forest-related laws and regulations are understood by the local communities. -3 
23 There are increased of capabilities on adaptation to new technology introduced in 
the forestry. 
-4 
24 There is indigenous knowledge on forest management that is practiced at the FMU 
level. 
-4 
57 FMU holders recognize rights and customs of indigenous communities and provide 
means to resolve disputes on the matters. 
-5 
3 SFM brings equitable benefit sharing of forest revenue to the people of the state. -5 
 
Rank -6 
18 There is a warranty for the claims of local communities on customary land inside 
the forest reserves. 
-6 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation on the ground. 
-6 
 
Appendix 10: Q Methodology: Factor Loading 3 
Rank 6 
52 The roles of SFD or other government agencies are important during the discussion 
that involving different views of stakeholders and FMU holders. 
6 
56 There are mechanisms and communication strategy to increase awareness on SFM 
implementation. 
6 
 
Items Ranked Higher in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
27 There are mechanisms for the dissemination of information on SFM 
implementation. 
5 
60 The development and maintenance of physical infrastructure are importance to 
support implementation of SFM on the ground. 
5 
23 There are increased capabilities on adaptation to new technology introduced in the 
forestry. 
4 
50 Good participation process should be able to promote learning about balance and 
the importance of various forest uses. 
4 
30 There are mechanisms for conflict resolution on disputes among different 
stakeholders. 
4 
58 There are research and education programmes related to SFM implementation at the 
FMU level. 
4 
54 There are many opportunities for training and other human development 
programmes for FMU workers under SFM implementation. 
3 
55 There are clear procedures to ensure the health and safety of FMU workers under 
SFM implementation. 
3 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation on the ground. 
3 
24 There is indigenous knowledge on forest management that is practiced at the FMU 
level. 
2 
5 SFM ensures the continuity of non-timber forest products to the local forest 
communities 
2 
16 There has been socio-economic and gender inequality on stakeholder participation 
in the SFM implementation. 
2 
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…continued (Q Methodology: Factor Loading 3) 
53 Participation through representation (by the local leader or associations / NGOs) is 
less effective as compared with direct communication with the FMU holders. 
2 
43 The indigenous communities received most of the negative impact of SFM 
implementation as compared to other stakeholders. 
1 
 
Items Ranked Lower in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
40 The administration and leadership of SFD influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
5 
35 The collaboration between the Forestry Department and FMU holders is vital to 
ensure the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
3 
59 Adequate financial capital is a key factor affecting the success of SFM 
implementation by the FMU holders. 
0 
33 Capital investment by the private sector can accelerate SFM implementation at the 
FMU level. 
0 
45 All relevant documentation on SFM implementation should be readily available for 
reference to all stakeholders. 
0 
39 Stakeholders involvement in direct engagement approached is an effective way to 
manage the multi-stakeholders interests. 
-1 
29 SFM implementation promotes for forest certification at the FMU level. -1 
37 The FMU holders should involve stakeholders during discussion and negotiation as 
approach for solutions on issues related to SFM implementation.  
-2 
36 Human resource development is critical to enhanced awareness and capabilities of 
the current implementation of SFM. 
-2 
9 SFM implementation increased opportunities for employment in the forestry sector. -2 
15 Stakeholder participation should be able to increase transparency and accountability 
in forest management. 
-3 
51 Stakeholder participation should be able to promote awareness on forest 
management and planning. 
-3 
8 SFM implementations secure archaeological, cultural and spiritual sites of the local 
communities. 
-3 
41 Close relationship between SFD and political leaders are necessary to ensure 
effective implementation of  SFM 
-4 
17 SFM implementation should encourage stakeholders’ participation in forest 
management activities. 
-4 
14 There has been no change in the level of awareness on sustainable forest 
management among stakeholders. 
-5 
 
Rank -6 
38 The roles of SFD are important as mediator on disputes involving FMU holder and 
stakeholders on matters related to SFM implementation. 
-6 
34 SFM implementation should be able to enhance the ability to predict long-term 
impacts of human intervention on forests. 
-6 
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Appendix 11: Q Methodology: Factor Loading 4 
Rank 6 
34 The FMU holders should involve stakeholders during discussion and negotiation as 
approach for solutions on issues related to SFM implementation. 
6 
40 The effectiveness of SFM implementation at the FMU level is influenced by the 
administration and leadership of SFD. 
6 
 
Items Ranked Higher in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
15 Stakeholder participation should be able to increase transparency and accountability 
in forest management. 
5 
29 SFM implementation promotes for forest certification at the FMU level. 5 
49 One of the goals for stakeholder participation should be to balance the disagreement 
among the stakeholders that involved. 
4 
51 Stakeholder participation should be able to promote awareness on forest 
management and planning. 
4 
2 SFM encourages investment in the forestry sector at the FMU level. 3 
10 SFM could uplift the livelihoods of local forest communities. 3 
36 Human-resource development is critical to enhanced awareness and capabilities of 
the current implementation of SFM. 
3 
13 Forest-related laws and regulations are understood by the local communities. 2 
46 Stakeholder participation in every meeting is necessary, regardless of whether the 
agenda is related or not. 
2 
48 Stakeholder participation should be able to influence the decisions made during the 
consultation. 
2 
32 There are participation and coordination of various sectors in the discussion on SFM 
implementation of the FMU level. 
-1 
 
Items Ranked Lower in Factor 1 Array than in other factor array 
27 There are mechanisms for the dissemination of information on SFM 
implementation. 
0 
52 The roles of SFD or other government agencies are important during the discussion 
that involving different views of stakeholders and FMU holders. 
0 
55 There are clear procedures to ensure the health and safety of FMU workers under 
SFM implementation. 
-1 
19 SFM implementation provided opportunities to access information on forestry 
activities. 
-2 
60 The development and maintenance of physical infrastructure are importance to 
support implementation of SFM on the ground. 
-2 
6 SFM increase opportunities to meet needs for the social function of the forest 
(recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic value). 
-3 
44 Local communities have traditional knowledge as to supplement effective 
implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
-4 
 
Rank -6 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation on the ground. 
-6 
53 Participation through representation (by the local leader or associations / NGOs) is 
less effective as compared with direct communication with the FMU holders. 
-6 
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Appendix 12: Q Methodology: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1 
    1  2  3  4 
No. Statement No. Q-
SV 
Z-SCR Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
9 SFM implementation increased opportunities for employment in the 
forestry sector. 
9 5 1.56* 0 -0.07 -2 -0.63 -1 -0.22 
19 SFM implementation provided opportunities to access information on 
forestry activities. 
19 4 1.02 0 0.02 0 0 -2 -0.8 
8 SFM implementation secures archaeological, cultural and spiritual 
sites of the local communities. 
8 4 1.01* -2 -0.5 -3 -1.06 -2 -0.37 
31 SFM implementation can enhance policy synchronization with other 
sectors. 
31 3 0.91* -4 -1.05 -4 -1.27 -2 -0.42 
7 There are mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing of forest 
management at the FMU level. 
7 3 0.86* -5 -1.25 -5 -1.48 0 -0.08 
38 The roles of SFD are important as mediator on disputes involving 
FMU holder and stakeholders on matters related to SFM 
implementation. 
38 3 0.79 5 1.63 -6 -1.91 -2 -0.65 
41 Close relationship between SFD and political leaders are necessary to 
ensure effective implementation of  SFM 
41 0 0.35* 4 1.35 -4 -1.28 -2 -0.74 
15 Stakeholder participation should be able to increase transparency and 
accountability in forest management. 
15 -2 -0.25 2 0.79 -3 -1.06 5 1.45 
16 There has been socio-economic and gender inequality on stakeholder 
participation in the SFM implementation. 
16 -4 -1.45 -3 -0.77 2 0.64 -1 -0.3 
43 The indigenous communities received most of the negative impact of 
SFM implementation as compared to other stakeholders. 
43 -6 -2.00* 0 0.1 1 0.44 -3 -0.94 
(P <.05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01) 
Both the Factor Q-Sort Value (Q-SV) and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are shown. 
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Appendix 13: Q Methodology: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2 
    1  2  3  4 
No. Statement No. Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
59 Adequate financial capital is a key factor affecting the success of SFM 
implementation by the FMU holders. 
59 5 1.33 6 2.31 0 0.19 5 1.45 
38 The roles of SFD are important as mediator on disputes involving FMU 
holder and stakeholders on matters related to SFM implementation. 
38 3 0.79 5 1.63 -6 -1.91 -2 -0.65 
12 The extent of FMU area could influence the effectiveness of SFM 
implementation. 
12 -3 -0.90 4 1.54* -2 -0.64 -3 -0.94 
41 Close relationship between SFD and political leaders are necessary to 
ensure effective implementation of  SFM 
41 0 0.35 4 1.35* -4 -1.28 -2 -0.74 
21 There is insufficient capacity of research and development with regard 
to SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
21 -5 -1.85 3 1.02* -1 -0.42 -4 -1.38 
25 There is no effort to collect and record indigenous knowledge related to 
forest management at the FMU level. 
25 -4 -1.43 0 -0.19* -5 -1.48 -5 -1.45 
14 There has been no change in the level of awareness on sustainable 
forest management among stakeholders. 
14 -4 -1.62 -1 -0.48 -5 -1.90 -4 -1.27 
26 SFM implementations provide incentive and mechanism for human-
resource development at the FMU level. 
26 1 0.43 -2 -0.66 1 0.42 0 0.26 
10 SFM could uplift the livelihoods of local forest communities. 10 0 0.25 -3 -0.79 0 0.21 3 0.77 
58 There are research and education programmes related to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
58 1 0.42 -3 -0.87 4 1.27 0 0.06 
13 Forest-related laws and regulations are understood by the local 
communities. 
13 -1 -0.19 -3 -1.03 -1 -0.2 2 0.51 
3 SFM brings equitable benefit sharing of forest revenue to the people of 
the state. 
3 0 0.27 -5 -1.57* 0 0.41 -1 -0.27 
57 FMU holders recognize rights and customs of indigenous communities 
and provide means to resolve disputes on the matters. 
57 2 0.69 -5 -1.71 -3 -0.84 1 0.41 
(P <.05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01) 
Both the Factor Q-Sort Value (Q-SV) and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are shown.  
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Appendix 14: Q Methodology: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3 
    1  2  3  4 
No. Statement No. Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
56 There are mechanisms and communication strategy to increase 
awareness on SFM implementation. 
56 0 0.1 1 0.13 6 1.90
* 
1 0.39 
27 There are mechanisms for the dissemination of information on SFM 
implementation. 
27 1 0.52 2 0.53 5 1.48 0 0.3 
58 There are research and education programmes related to SFM 
implementation at the FMU level. 
58 1 0.42 -3 -0.87 4 1.27 0 0.06 
23 There are increased capabilities on adaptation to new technology 
introduced in the forestry. 
23 -2 -0.71 -4 -1.04 4 1.06 0 0.00 
54 There are many opportunities for training and other human development 
programmes for FMU workers under SFM implementation. 
54 -1 -0.21 -2 -0.72 3 0.86 0 -0.19 
42 Staff management and administration do not influence the effectiveness 
of SFM implementation on the ground. 
42 -6 -2.10 -6 -2.25 3 0.85
* 
-6 -2.4 
53 Participation through representation (by the local leader or associations / 
NGOs) is less effective as compared with direct communication with the 
FMU holders. 
53 -3 -1.39 -4 -1.2 2 0.64
* 
-6 -1.88 
16 There has been socio-economic and gender inequality on stakeholder 
participation in the SFM implementation. 
16 -4 -1.45 -3 -0.77 2 0.64 -1 -0.3 
24 There is indigenous knowledge on forest management that is practiced at 
the FMU level. 
24 -3 -1.20 -4 -1.07 2 0.63
* 
-3 -0.86 
59 Adequate financial capital is a key factor that affecting the success of 
SFM implementation by the FMU holders. 
59 5 1.33 6 2.31 0 0.19
* 
5 1.45 
21 There is insufficient capacity of research and development with regard 
to SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
21 -5 -1.85 3 1.02 -1 -0.42 -4 -1.38 
37 The FMU holders should involve stakeholders during discussion and 
negotiation for solutions on matters related to SFM implementation. 
37 1 0.55 3 0.88 -2 -0.42 2 0.62 
(P <.05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01) 
Both the Factor Q-Sort Value (Q-SV) and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are shown. 
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…continued (Q Methodology: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3)  
36 Human resource development is critical to enhanced awareness and 
capabilities of the current implementation of SFM. 
36 2 0.69 2 0.75 -2 -
0.43* 
3 0.91 
57 FMU holders recognize rights and customs of indigenous communities 
and provide means to resolve disputes on the matters. 
57 2 0.69 -5 -1.71 -3 -0.84 1 0.41 
15 Stakeholder participation should be able to increase transparency and 
accountability in forest management. 
15 -2 -0.25 2 0.79 -3 -1.06 5 1.45 
17 SFM implementation should encourage stakeholders’ participation in 
forest management activities. 
17 5 1.35 3 0.96 -4 -
1.27* 
1 0.40 
38 The roles of SFD are important as mediator on disputes involving FMU 
holder and stakeholders on matters related to SFM implementation. 
38 3 0.79 5 1.63 -6 -
1.91* 
-2 -0.65 
34 SFM implementation should be able to enhance the ability to predict 
long-term impacts of human intervention on forests. 
34 0 -0.07 1 0.19 -6 -
2.33* 
6 2.06 
 
(P <.05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01) 
Both the Factor Q-Sort Value (Q-SV) and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are shown. 
  
 
266 
 
Appendix 15: Q Methodology: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 4 
    1  2  3  4 
No. Statement No. Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
34 SFM implementation should be able to enhance the ability to predict 
long-term impacts of human intervention on forests. 
34 0 -0.07 1 0.19 -6 -2.33 6 2.06* 
51 Stakeholder participation should be able to promote awareness on 
forest management and planning. 
51 -1 -0.12 -1 -0.34 -3 -1.07 4 1.10* 
23 There are increased capabilities on adaptation to new technology 
introduced in the forestry. 
23 -2 -0.71 -4 -1.04 4 1.06 0 0.00 
7 There are mechanisms for equitable benefit sharing of forest 
management at the FMU level. 
7 3 0.86 -5 -1.25 -5 -1.48 0 -
0.08* 
38 The roles of SFD are important as mediator on disputes involving 
FMU holder and stakeholders on matters related to SFM 
implementation. 
38 3 0.79 5 1.63 -6 -1.91 -2 -
0.65* 
60 The development and maintenance of physical infrastructure are 
importance to support implementation of SFM on the ground. 
60 2 0.66 1 0.47 5 1.28 -2 -
0.71* 
43 The indigenous communities received most of the negative impact of 
SFM implementation as compared to other stakeholders. 
43 -6 -2.00 0 0.10 1 0.44 -3 -
0.94* 
6 SFM increase opportunities to meet needs for the social function of the 
forest (recreational, cultural, religious and aesthetic value). 
6 3 0.81 -1 -0.41 0 0.21 -3 -1.13 
44 Local communities have traditional knowledge as to supplement 
effective implementation of SFM at the FMU level. 
44 -2 -0.57 1 0.14 -1 -0.21 -4 -1.35 
(P <.05; Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01) 
Both the Factor Q-Sort Value (Q-SV) and the Z-Score (Z-SCR) are shown. 
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Appendix 16: Q Methodology: Consensus Statements 
    1  2  3  4 
No. Statement No. Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
Q-
SV 
Z-
SCR 
2 SFM encourages investment in the forestry sector at the FMU level. 2 1 0.66 0 0.09 2 0.63 3 0.94 
4 SFM has no influence towards the rural development in the state. 4 -5 -1.81 -3 -0.98 -3 -1.27 -5 -1.62 
32* There are participation and coordination of various sectors in the 
discussion on SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
32 -2 -0.27 -2 -0.63 -2 -0.42 -1 -0.22 
35* The collaboration between the Forestry Department and FMU holders 
is vital to ensure the success of SFM implementation at the FMU level. 
35 4 1.17 5 1.67 3 1.05 4 1.01 
40* The effectiveness of SFM implementation at the FMU level is 
influenced by the administration and leadership of SFD. 
40 6 1.6 6 1.71 5 1.69 6 2.06 
48 Stakeholder participation should be able to influence the decisions 
made during the consultation. 
48 0 0.33 -1 -0.28 1 0.43 2 0.65 
50* Good participation process should be able to promote learning about 
balance and the importance of various forest uses. 
50 2 0.7 3 0.82 4 1.06 2 0.57 
55 There are clear procedures to ensure the health and safety of FMU 
workers under SFM implementation. 
55 0 0.33 0 -0.13 3 0.86 -1 -0.24 
Those That Do Not Distinguish Between ANY Pair of Factors  
All Listed Statements are Non-Significant at P>.01, and Those Flagged With an * are also Non-Significant at P>.05. 
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Appendix 17: FMU Holders - Objectives and Activities of SFM Implementation in FMU Area 
FMU 
 
 
FMU 3 -Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
FOREST FOR ECONOMIC 
PRODUCTION 
    
Timber Production / Harvesting  ** * **** * 
Timber Marketing and Trading  ** * **** * 
Wood Manufacturing *** * **** * 
Industrial Forest Plantation ** * **** * 
Non Timber Forest Product *** *** ***  
Recreation and Tourism *** *** *  
FOREST FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 
    
Water Catchments  ** * ** ** 
Forest Rehabilitation  ** *** * * 
Bio-Diversity ** * ** * 
Wild Habitat ** * ** * 
FOREST FOR SOCIO-ECONOMY 
FUNCTION 
    
Cultural  *** * *** ** 
Education  ** * ** ** 
Research  ** * ** ** 
Local Community  ** * ** ** 
Recreation / Ecotourism *** ** * ** 
Hunting  **** ***** ** ***** 
Timber Production / Harvesting  ** * ***** ** 
Note:   * - Strongly Agree, ** - Agree, *** - Natural, **** - Disagree, ***** - Strongly disagree 
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Appendix 18: FMU Holders - Performance and Current Capacity Level for SFM Implementation 
FMU 
 
FMU 3 -Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
Focus Staff Responsibility for Action  *** * ** ** 
Forest Management and Operation 
(Experience and Planning) 
** * ** ** 
Project Support and Consultation  *** * *** ** 
Iterative, Adaptive approach to 
developing management strategies   
*** * ** ** 
Sustainable Financial Support *** * ** ** 
Achievements based on desired 
objectives   
*** * ** ** 
Compliance based on SFD Auditing 
(SFM principles, SFMLA and other 
prescriptions FMP, PDP, ADP, AWP, 
CHP)  
*** * *** ** 
Compliance based on Independent 
Auditing  (TLAS Auditing) 
*** * *** * 
Certification Progress **** ** *** * 
Note:   * - High, ** - Good, *** - Medium, **** - Low,  ***** - Very Low 
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Appendix 19: Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 10 - Trus Madi Forest Reserve (Tambunan) 
Stakeholders Descriptions Task / Interest / Claim Remarks 
Internal Committee Management  planning  team  
(MPT) 
 To prepare budgetary requirement for 
developing the CAMP, 
 To provide the essential information 
on the area and,    
 To identify the relevant stakeholders 
in FMU 10 
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District) 
 Management  Planning  Core  
Team  (MPCT) 
 Collection of information 
 Develop  the  CAMP  for  FMU  10 
 Expertise  from  relevant  fields 
 Resource Persons  Group 6 (RPG) 
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District), EPD, 
Sabah Wildlife Department, 
DO/ADO, Sabah Park, Sabah 
Fisheries Department, PWD,  
 Field  Planning  Core  Team  
(FPCT) 
 Assist the MPCT in developing  and  
refining  the  conservation  strategies  
and  action  plans 
 provide local  knowledge  on  their  
respective  area  of  responsibilities  
and  controls 
Field staff in three forestry districts 
of Tambunan, Keningau and Sook 
SFD  staff Planning  team  members, 
Expertise, Resource persons 
Fire Consultant, Management 
Committee, Visitation 
Committee, Flora/Fauna 
Collection Committee, 
Land utilization Committee  
(LUC) 
 Planning, implementer  
 Committee for implementation 
 
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District) 
Contractors Avitrade Plantations Sdn. Bhd.  
Green Environment Consult 
Sdn. Bhd. 
 Planting Contracts Private /  
Ministry of Finance (MOF) for 
appointment 
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…continued (Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 10 - Trus Madi Forest Reserve (Tambunan)) 
Stakeholders Descriptions Task / Interest / Claim Remarks 
Others Government 
Agencies 
District  office 
Sabah  Wildlife  Department 
Sabah  Parks 
Ministry  of  Tourism  
Sabah  Fisheries  Department 
Sabah Biodiversity Center 
Land utilization Committee  
(LUC) 
 Implementations  and  monitoring  of  
the  conservation  strategies  and field  
activities, Active  support and 
engagement  of  these  agencies in  
implementing  the  required  activities  
for  successful  conservation  efforts  of  
the  various targets of FMU 10 
 Inter-government agencies meeting on 
land matter at the district level 
Local authorities represented by 
various government agencies at the 
district level 
Donor Federal Government,   
Sabah  Development  Corridor,   
Heart  of  Borneo National and 
Sabah Initiative  
Federal government Tourism 
fund. 
 Funding, In-house  forest  rehabilitation  
and  community  forestry  funds   
 
State and Federal Government 
Contractors Avitrade Plantations Sdn. Bhd.  
Green Environment Consult 
Sdn. Bhd. 
 Planting Contracts Private /  
Ministry of Finance (MOF) for 
appointment 
Tourists Tourist   Mount climber, visitors Public 
Private Chewy Entomological Service  Scientific research Private 
Other agencies Government agencies,  
Innotravel (Yayasan Sabah) 
 Eco-tourism activities and promotions 
 Collaboration and joint-ventures 
 to include elements of local 
participation  
Semi  government agencies 
Local Communities Communities inside Forest 
Reserve 
Communities in fringe of forest 
reserve 
 Land for agriculture 
 Forest produce 
 Better management of hunting activities 
Local Communities, Ethnic group 
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Appendix 20: Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 7 – Sabah Forest Industries (Sipitang) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Internal Shareholders 
Manager 
Executive 
Supervisors 
Staff members 
Quality control team (QC) 
Integrated Timber Complex SFI 
Sipitang (Mills) 
 Funding, Administration, Operations 
 Supervision, Monitoring  
 CSR  programmes 
 Compliance with requirements as set out in 
the standard operating procedure (SOP) or 
work instruction 
SFI / Company Personal 
SFD  staff Director of Forestry 
DFO Sipitang, Tenom, Beaufort 
Headquarters Staff Sandakan 
 
 Statutory and other requirement 
 Supervising management and  operations to 
comply with license conditions 
 Advice, consultation 
 Revision of management plan during mid-
term review 
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District) 
Advice, consultation, 
supervising 
Revision of management plan 
during mid-term review 
 
Environmental 
Protection Department 
(EPD) 
Environmental protection and 
conservation  
 Environmental Impact Assessment 
monitoring and assessment 
 Advice, consultation 
Governmental - State 
government  
 
Others Government 
Agencies 
District  office  
Fisheries Department 
Department of Tourism 
Sabah Museum 
Malaysian Craft 
Agricultural Department 
 CBNRM Programmes  
 CSR Programmes 
 Design and develop CBNRM  programme 
 Advice 
Governmental - State 
government  
Local authorities - Partnership 
for CBNRM Programmes  
 
 Wildlife  Department  Wildlife awareness 
 Exploring the possibility of game 
management 
 Workshop 
Governmental - State 
government  
Local authorities - Partnership 
for CBNRM Programed  
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…continued (Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 7 – Sabah Forest Industries (Sipitang)) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Other government 
agencies 
Sabah Foundation 
Tourism Promotion Council 
JUPEM 
 CSR  programmes 
 Training, soft skills training, workshop 
 Employment campaign,  
 SFI Recruitment campaign 
Government Agencies - 
Partnership  for Workshop 
Eco-ethno tourist 
operator   
Tourist Operator  Tourism 
 Protect conservation values  
Private sector - Partner 
Contractors 
 
Logging Contractors 
Silvicultural Operation 
Road Maintenance and 
Construction 
 
 Timber harvesting activities 
 Enrichment planting and liberation 
operation   
 Understanding on requirement of 
operational, environmental, safety and 
health) 
Private / Contractor / Workers 
Consultant Consultant  Consultation Consultation 
 Third Parties Audits  
Malaysian Timber Legality 
Assurance System TLAS 
 Third party auditing 
 Additional to SFI’s certification auditors as 
required by SFD 
Auditor 
Certifier 
Local communities Communities of Villages 
neighbouring FMU area 
 Livelihood (agricultural activities) 
 Forest product (hunting, fishing, gathering 
of fruits, traditional herbal medicines), 
NTFP -Craft making 
 Water catchments 
 Road and others infrastructures  
Public - Local Communities 
Villagers 
Target for CSR  programmes 
Identified through social 
baseline survey conducted by 
PACOS 
CSR programmes  
 Tourists Tourists  Community / Nature based tourist Public, Tourist 
 Student 
  
Universities student 
School children 
 Outdoor living experience 
 Involved in Muaya Rainforest Research and 
Education Centre 
Public, Student 
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…continued (Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 7 – Sabah Forest Industries (Sipitang)) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Researcher Institutions of higher learning 
Other educational and research  
Institutions 
 Research and Development  programme  
and activity in FMU area 
 Working through Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
Public , Scientist, Researcher 
NGO PACOS Trust –Sabah Women’s 
Action Group (SAWO) 
WWF 
SEEN 
 Community based NGO - Carried out Social 
base line survey for communities near FMU 
area 
 Environmental based NGO 
 Partnership in carrying out CSR programme  
 Modular community development 
workshops 
 Handicraft production 
Public, NGO 
Certification Bodies Smartwood Verified Legal 
Origin (VLO) 
FSC controlled wood (CW) 
MTCC 
 Certification programmes and requirements 
 Preparation for full certification by 2014 
Certification Bodies 
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Appendix 21: Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 3 – Timberwell Sdn. Bhd (Kota Marudu) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Local Communities Communities of villages 
inside and infringe forest 
reserve 
 
 Claim on cultivated land and forest 
surrounding villages as ancestral land 
 Dependency on forest for living and 
subsistence  
 Access to forest for cultivations and 
collection of forest products 
 Job opportunities 
 Requirements for facilitate of basic 
infrastructure, house and land  
Public – Local Community 
Ethnic group 
Indigenous people 
Sabah Forestry 
Departments 
District Forest Office 
Range Forest 
District Community Forestry 
Committee 
Project steering committee  
Extension agent 
 
 Responsible for the management of forest 
reserves  
 Expertise, input - for effective forestry 
programmes 
 Coordination and collaboration  
 Provide for Handbook for Forest 
Management in Sabah  
 Standard for EIAs 
 Mid-term review 
 
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District) 
Advice, consultation, supervising 
Revision of management plan 
during mid-term review 
 
District Officer Kota Marudu District Officer 
Beluran District Office 
 District Community Forestry Committee - 
assistance for developments activities,  
 Expertise, input joint management for 
community forestry, 
 Coordination of district administration, land 
utilization and  local development    
Governmental - State government  
District Community Forestry 
Committee 
Coordination and collaboration 
Environment Protection 
Department 
Standard for EIAs  Environment Protection Department Standard for EIAs 
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…continued (Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 3 – Timberwell Sdn. Bhd (Kota Marudu)) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Other Government 
Agencies 
Department of Agriculture, 
Rural Development 
Corporation, Veterinary 
Department, Police 
 Support and assistance regarding 
sustainable agricultural systems for 
community 
 Expertise, input  
Governmental - State government  
District Community Forestry 
Committee 
Coordination and collaboration 
Non-governmental 
Organization 
PACOS  Input for development activities 
 Coordinate the company’s community 
forestry programme  in the area 
 Expertise, input  
NGO 
District Community Forestry 
Committee 
Coordination and collaboration 
Internal / Workers Manager  
Field Crew 
Forest Ranger 
Forester 
Driver 
Labourer 
Clerks 
Operator 
 Forest Planning and implementation 
 Forest protection, 
 Forest Operation of rehabilitation, nursery, 
planting, silviculture, tree marking, stand 
tending, road construction and  maintenance 
 Administration 
 Training 
 Housing 
Internal staff  / Workers 
Contractor Contractual works  Forest protection 
 Forest Operation - activities of 
rehabilitation, nursery, planting, silviculture, 
tree marking, stand tending, road 
construction, forest protection and 
administration. 
 Training 
Private 
Contractor / Sub Contractor / 
Workers 
Consultant  FMP preparation  Consultation 
 Expertise 
Private 
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Appendix 22: Dynamic Stakeholders in FMU 16 – Yayasan Sabah - Maxland (Tongod) 
Stakeholder Description Roles / Claims / interest Remarks 
Yayasan Sabah Join Venture  
Yayasan Sabah 
 Licence holder 
 Compliance with licence agreement 
Government Enterprise 
Joint Venture 
Internal / Workers Manager  
Field Crew 
Forest Ranger 
Forester 
Driver 
Labourer 
Clerks 
Operator 
 Forest Planning and implementation 
 Forest protection, 
 Forest Operation of rehabilitation, nursery, 
planting, silviculture, tree marking, stand 
tending, road construction and  maintenance 
 Administration 
 Training 
 Housing 
Internal staff  / Workers 
SFD  staff Director of Forestry 
DFO Tongod 
 
 Statutory and other requirement 
 Supervising management and  operations to 
comply with license conditions 
 Advice, consultation 
 Revision of management  
SFD Staff (HQ, FRC, District) 
Advice, consultation, 
supervising 
 
Contractor Contractual works  Forest protection 
 Forest Operation - activities of rehabilitation, 
nursery, planting, silviculture, tree marking, 
stand tending, road construction, forest 
protection and administration. 
 Training 
Private 
Contractor / Sub Contractor / 
Workers 
Local Communities Communities near FMU Area  Non Timber Forest Product 
 Job 
 Public – Local community 
Certification Bodies Smartwood Verified Legal 
Origin (VLO) 
 
 Certification programmes and requirements 
 Preparation for full certification by 2014 
Certification Bodies 
District Officer Tongod District Officer 
  
 Coordination of district administration, land 
utilization and  local development    
Governmental - State 
government  
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Appendix 23: FMU holders Assessment on Stakeholder Involvement and Participation in FMU Areas 
FMU 
 
Indicator 
 
FMU 3 -Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
Stakeholder and Interest Identification     
Personal past experience ** ** ** * 
Asking the obvious/identified stakeholders 
to identify others 
*** ** ** ** 
Guidelines in the organisation  ** ** ** ** 
Professional services ** * * ** 
Directed by higher authorities *** * * ** 
Baseline Survey * * * ** 
Stakeholder Prioritizing     
Focus group meetings ** ** ** ** 
Personal past experience ** ** ** ** 
Interviews  *** *** ** 
Public consultation approaches *** ** ** ** 
Formal memos *** *** *** ** 
Questionnaires **** ** ** ** 
Baseline survey  **  ** 
Stakeholders Influence Assessment     
The stakeholders’ power *** *** *** * 
The directives from higher authorities ** * * ** 
The urgency of the stakeholders’ requests ** ** ** ** 
The stakeholders’ proximity ** *** *** ** 
Baseline survey    ** 
Note:   * - Strongly Agree, ** - Agree, *** - Natural, **** - Disagree, ***** - Strongly disagree 
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…continued (FMU holders Assessment on Stakeholder Involvement and Participation in FMU Areas) 
FMU 
 
Indicator 
 
FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
Stakeholders Relationship Assessment     
Personal past experience ** ** ** * 
Workshops *** ** ** ** 
Interviews ** *** *** ** 
Public engagement approaches ** ** ** ** 
Baseline Surveys *** *** *** ** 
Questionnaires *** *** *** ** 
     
Stakeholders Engagement     
Meetings ** ** ** * 
Workshops **** ** ** ** 
Dialogues ** ** *** * 
Negotiations ** *** *** ** 
Interviews ** *** *** ** 
Capacity Building activities ** ** ** ** 
Social contacts ** ** ** ** 
Public engagement approaches ** *** *** ** 
Baseline Surveys *** *** *** ** 
Note:   * - Strongly Agree, ** - Agree, *** - Natural, **** - Disagree, ***** - Strongly disagree 
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Appendix 24: FMU Holders – Supportive Elements for Stakeholder Relation Management  
 
FMU 
 
FMU 3 -
Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
 
FMU 7 -Sabah 
Forest Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
State / Federal Policies  *  ** ** 
Forest Enactment 1968 and Forest Rules 1969 * *** ** ** 
Sustainable Forest Management Licence Agreement  *   ** 
Forest Management Plan  / Conservation Area 
Management Plan 
* ** * ** 
Annual Work Plan  * ** * *** 
Environmental Impact Assessment  *  *** ** 
Others State and Federal related Laws **  ** ** 
Native Law / Customary Law - Entry right and 
privileges of the natives - NTFP  
** ** *** ** 
Agreement and Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) 
* ** *** *** 
Forest Certification Programme * ** ** **** 
Contract Agreement   *  *** *** 
Media and Technologies advancement ** ** ** *** 
Company CSR ** * *** *** 
Human Resources Development  / Training * ** ** *** 
Research   ** * ** *** 
Education ** * ** *** 
Facilities and infrastructures improvement ** **** * *** 
Involvement with relevant FMU association ** *** ** *** 
Standard of Procedure  (SOP) * * * * 
Others  Capacity building, 
Livelihood 
promotion, CBRM 
Meeting and 
Discussion 
SFM committee 
Note:   * - Strongly Agree, ** - Agree, *** - Natural, **** - Disagree, ***** - Strongly disagree  
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Appendix 25: FMU holders - Stakeholder’s Level of Participation 
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
MINISTRY     
Chief Minister Department * ***** *****  
Other Ministry (State)  ***** *****  
Federal Ministry ***** ***** *****  
GOVERMENTAL DEPARTMENT     
Sabah Forestry Department ***** ***** ***** ***** 
Environment Protection Department ***** ***** ***** ***** 
Wildlife Department ** ***** *****  
District Officer ** ***** *  
Police ** ***** ***** * 
Army  **   
Magistrate  ** *****   
Others governments agencies ** ***** ***** * 
OTHER PRIVATE AGENCIES     
Other FMU Holders ** **** * * 
Consultant ** **  ***** 
Supplier ** ***** *  
Trader ** *****   
Exporter ** *****   
Industry / Manufacturer ** *****   
Tourist Operator   ****  
NGOs     
International NGO  ** **  ** 
Local NGO   ** ***** ** ** 
Note: *- Information, **- Consultation, *** - Deciding Together, ****- Acting Together, *****- Empower/ Supporting 
 
282 
 
…continued (FMU holders - Stakeholder’s Level of Participation)  
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
INTERNAL     
Joint Venture  *****  ***** 
Shareholder ***** *****  **** 
Workers **** ***** **** **** 
Contractor **** ***** **** **** 
Sub-Contractor **** ***** **** **** 
COMMUNITIES     
Head of Village / JKKK  ***** ***** * 
Local Communities  *** ***** ***** **** 
Tourist   *  
OTHERS INSTITUTIONS     
Research Institutions ** ***** ***** ***** 
University ***** ***** *  
Forest Training Centre ***** **  * 
Schools  ****   
Malaysian Timber Industrial Board ***** **  * 
Malaysian Timber Council (MTC) ***** **   
Timber Exporter’ Association of Malaysia ***** **   
Sabah Timber Industry Association  ***** *****  * 
Lawyers   *****   
Auditing /Monitoring / Certification  ***** ***** ***** ***** 
Media ** ** ****  
Financier / Donor ***** *****  **** 
Note: *- Information, **- Consultation, *** - Deciding Together, ****- Acting Together, *****- Empower/ Supporting 
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Appendix 26: FMU Holders - Extent of Information Exchange with Stakeholders 
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
MINISTRY     
Chief Minister Department PR(*) PR(**) PR(**)  
Other Ministry (State) PR(*) PR (***)   
Federal Ministry PR(*) PR(**)   
GOVERMENTAL DEPARTMENT     
Sabah Forestry Department PR(**) PR(****) PR(****) PR(*) 
Environment Protection Department PR(*) PR(****)  PR(*) 
Wildlife Department R* PR(****) PR(*) PR(*) 
District Officer R* PR (***) PR(*)  
Police R* PR (***)   
Army     
Magistrate      
Others local governments agencies   PR(**) PR(*) 
OTHER PRIVATE AGENCIES     
Other FMU Holders R* PR (***)  R* 
Consultant PR(*) P***   
Supplier R** PR (***) R*  
Trader PR(*) PR (***)   
Exporter  PR (***)   
Industry / Manufacturer PR(**) PR(****)   
Tourist Operator     
NGOs     
International NGO   PR (***)  P* 
Local NGO    PR(****) P* R* 
Note:   1)  P- Provide, R- Receive, PR-Both Provide and Receive:  
2)  * Seldom, ** Sometimes, ***Often, **** Very Often ( ) Indicating the same extent for both Provide and Receive 
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…continued (FMU Holders - Extent of Information Exchange with Stakeholders) 
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
INTERNAL     
Shareholder   P** PR(****)   
Financier / Donor  PR (***) PR(*) PR(*) 
Workers PR(**) PR(****) PR(****) PR(*) 
Contractor PR(**) PR(****) PR(**) PR(*) 
Sub-Contractor  PR(****) PR(**) PR(*) 
COMMUNITIES     
Head of Village / JKKK PR(*)  PR(***) PR(*) 
Local Communities  PR(*) PR(****) PR(***)  
OTHERS INSTITUTIONS     
Research Institutions R* PR(****) PR(**) PR(*) 
University R*  P*  
Forest Training centre R* PR(****)   
Schools R* PR (***) P*  
Malaysian Timber Industrial Board R* PR (***)  PR(*) 
Malaysian Timber Council (MTC) R* P**   
Timber Exporter’ Association of Malaysia  PR(**)   
Timber Association of Sabah (TAS)  PR(**)   
Lawyers   PR (***)  PR(*) 
Third Party Auditing /Monitoring /  PR(*) PR(**) PR(**) PR(*) 
Certification Agency PR(*) PR (***) PR(*)  
Media  P** P*  
Note:   1)  P- Provide, R- Receive, PR-Both Provide and Receive  
2) * Seldom, ** Sometimes, ***Often, **** Very Often ( ) Indicating the same extent for both Provide and Receive 
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Appendix 27: FMU Holders - Extent of Conflict and Cooperation with Stakeholders 
FMU FMU 3 -
Timberwell Sdn. 
Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
MINISTRY     
Chief Minister Department K** K** K***  
Other Ministry (State) CK(*) K** K***  
Federal Ministry K** K** K***  
GOVERMENTAL DEPARTMENT     
Sabah Forestry Department K** C***K** K*** K * 
Environment Protection Department K** K** K*** K * 
Wildlife Department K** K** K*** K * 
District Officer K** CK(***) K**  
Police K K**   
Army K K*   
Magistrate  K K ***   
Others local governments agencies K CK (***) K** K * 
OTHER PRIVATE AGENCIES     
Other FMU Holders K* K* K** K * 
Consultant K** CK(**) K*  
Supplier K** K** K*  
Trader K** K**   
Exporter K* K***   
Industry / Manufacturer K** K***   
NGOs     
International NGO  K* CK(**)  K* 
Local NGO   K* C***K** K* K* 
Note:   1) C- Conflict, K- Cooperation, CK-Both Conflict and Cooperation 
   2) * No influence, ** to some extent, ***to a considerable extent; ( ) Indicating the same extent for Conflict and Cooperation 
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…continued (FMU Holders - Extent of Conflict and Cooperation with Stakeholders) 
FMU FMU 3 -Timberwell 
Sdn. Bhd 
FMU 7 -Sabah Forest 
Industries 
FMU 10 -Sabah 
Forestry Department 
FMU 15 &16 -Rakyat 
Berjaya (RBJ) – 
Maxland Sdn. Bhd. 
(Joint-Venture) 
INTERNAL     
Shareholder   CK(***) K***   
Financier / Donor K** K*** K***  
Workers K** K*** CK*** CK(*) 
Contractor K** C***K** C*K*** CK(*) 
Sub-Contractor K* K*** C*K*** CK(*) 
COMMUNITIES     
Head of Village / JKKK CK(**) CK(***) K*** K * 
Local Communities  CK(**) CK(***) C**K*** CK(*) 
OTHERS INSTITUTIONS     
Research Institutions K* K*** K*** K* 
University K* K*** K* K * 
Forest Training centre K* K*** K*** K * 
Schools K* K** K*  
Malaysian Timber Industrial Board K** K**  K* 
Malaysian Timber Council (MTC) K** K**  K * 
Timber Exporter’ Association of Malaysia K* K**   
Timber Association of Sabah (TAS) K* K**  K * 
Lawyers  K* K**   
Third Party Auditing /Monitoring  CK(**) K*** K*** K * 
Certification Agency CK(**) K *** K*** K * 
Media K* CK(***) K**  
Politician  CK(***)   
Note:   1) C- Conflict, K- Cooperation, CK-Both Conflict and Cooperation 
2) * No influence, ** to some extent, ***to a considerable extent ( ) Indicating same extent 
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Appendix 28: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group - Mean of Rating for Engagement based on Different Participation approaches  
Type of engagements Mean of rating,  (N = 94) 
  
  
  
SFD 
Others 
Governments 
Agencies 
NGOs 
Research 
and 
Educations 
Associations Consultants Industries Overall 
Meeting 2.73 3.35 3.20 4.11 3.50 3.14 2.90 3.28 
Workshop / Seminar 3.40 3.38 3.80 3.88 3.50 3.85 3.36 3.60 
Course / Training 3.27 3.73 4.20 4.33 4.00 3.85 3.45 3.83 
Consultancy 3.09 3.58 3.60 4.44 4.16 3.14 4.18 3.74 
Human resource 
development 
3.33 2.00 3.00 4.60 4.16 4.00 3.85 3.56 
Direct Interview 2.75 3.70 3.80 4.44 4.50 3.28 3.80 3.75 
Social relation 3.14 3.58 4.00 4.11 3.83 3.83 3.50 3.71 
Public relation approach 3.21 3.51 3.80 4.66 4.16 4.00 3.3 3.81 
Social baseline survey 3.42 3.96 4.20 4.77 4.16 4.00 3.79 4.04 
Letter correspondence /  
Memorandum 
2.16 3.76 2.80 4.22 4.33 4.50 3.18 3.56 
Answer Categories: 1 – Very often, 2 – Often, 3 – Sometimes, 4 – Seldom, 5 - Never 
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Appendix 29: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group - Mean of Rating on Supportive Programmes and Activities for SRM 
Programmes Mean of rating (N = 97)  
 
 
SFD Others 
Governments 
Agencies 
NGOs Research 
and 
Educations 
Associations Consultants Industries Overall 
Forest Certification programme 1.73 1.96 2.40 2.00 3.16 1.71 2.00 2.14 
Enhancement of media and 
technology 
2.36 2.06 2.60 2.37 2.83 2.00 2.60 2.40 
Dialogue 1.99 2.09 1.40 2.12 2.83 2.42 2.44  2.18 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) 
2.49 2.06 1.60 3.00 2.83 2.57 2.59 2.45 
Human Resource Development 2.19 2.03 1.60 1.66 2.66 2.28 2.00 2.06 
Research 2.10 1.83 1.60 1.37 2.66 1.71 2.30 1.94 
Education 2.08 1.83 1.60 1.25 2.50 1.71 2.16 1.88 
Infrastructure development 2.10 2.24 2.20 2.25 2.50 2.14 1.50 2.13 
Involvement of Sabah Forestry 
Department 
1.40 1.60 1.60 2.00 2.66 1.57 1.40 1.75 
Involvement of others 
Government Agency / Ministry 
2.06 1.93 1.60 2.25 3.00 2.00 2.40 2.18 
Involvement through Society / 
Association 
2.69 2.17 2.40 3.00 2.33 1.71 3.19 2.50 
 
Involvement through Non-
governmental Organization 
(NGO) 
2.70 1.96 1.40 2.75 2.00 1.57 3.00 2.20 
 
Answer Categories: 1- Strongly supportive, 2 – Supportive, 3 – Moderate supportive, 4 – Slightly supportive, 5 – Not at all supportive, 6 – Don’t 
Know/No Opinion 
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Appendix 30: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group - Mean of Rating on Supportive Documentation for SRM 
Documentation Mean of Rating (N = 97)   
 
SFD 
Others 
Governments 
Agencies 
NGOs 
Research 
and 
Educations 
Associations Consultants Industries Overall 
State / Federal Government 
Policy 
1.66 1.67 1.80 2.00 2.50 2.14 2.30 2.01 
Forest Enactment 1968 and 
Forest Rules 1969 
1.40 1.74 2.40 1.87 2.00 1.85 2.10 
1.91 
 
Sustainable Forest 
Management License 
Agreement (SFMLA/LTL) 
1.53 1.83 2.40 2.37 2.66 1.85 2.20 
2.12 
 
Forest Management Plan 
(FMP) 
1.63 1.87 2.00 2.37 2.50 2.00 2.20 2.08 
Annual Work Plan (AWP) 1.59 2.10 2.60 2.62 2.66 2.00 2.20 2.25 
Quarterly Progress Report 1.73 2.06 3.40 3.12 3.16 1.85 2.40 2.53 
Environment Impact 
Assessment (EIA) 
1.83 1.79 2.00 2.37 2.33 2.14 1.90 2.05 
Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
2.50 2.48 1.60 2.75 3.00 1.85 2.50 2.38 
Customary Law  / Native 
Customary Right 
2.73 2.44 2.00 2.25 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.35 
Contract Agreement 2.33 2.34 2.00 3.12 2.66 1.85 2.40 2.39 
Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) 
1.88 2.23 1.80 2.66 2.75 1.85 2.40 2.22 
Note: Answer Categories: 1- Strongly supportive, 2 – Supportive, 3 – Moderate supportive, 4 – Slightly supportive, 5 – Not at all supportive, 6 – 
Don’t Know/No Opinion 
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Appendix 31: Kruskal-Wallis Test (Cooperation and Conflict between Respondents of Multi-
interest Stakeholder Group and FMU holders) 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Cooperation 102 2.6275 1.08017 1.00 5.00 
Conflict 99 3.8586 .92593 1.00 5.00 
Stakeholder group 104 1.9712 .80601 1.00 3.00 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
Ranks 
 Stakeholder group N Mean Rank 
Cooperation 
Sabah Forestry Department 35 43.07 
Other Government 
Agencies 
36 55.03 
Private Sectors 31 56.92 
Total 102  
Conflict 
Sabah Forestry Department 33 48.32 
Other Government 
Agencies 
35 54.57 
Private Sectors 31 46.63 
Total 99  
 
Test Statistics
a,b
 
 Cooperation Conflict 
Chi-Square 4.816 1.585 
df 2 2 
Asymp. Sig. .090 .453 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: Stakeholder group 
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Appendix 32: Kruskal-Wallis Test (Cooperation and Conflict between Villages and FMU 
holders) 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Cooperation 321 3.6573 1.32087 1.00 5.00 
Conflict 318 3.1195 1.65041 1.00 5.00 
FMU Area 332 2.5030 1.11431 1.00 4.00 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Test 
Ranks 
 FMU Area N Mean Rank 
Cooperation 
Kota Marudu 80 121.10 
Tambunan 86 154.62 
Sipitang 74 179.19 
Tongod 81 190.56 
Total 321  
Conflict 
Kota Marudu 78 226.60 
Tambunan 86 175.86 
Sipitang 75 105.59 
Tongod 79 126.62 
Total 318  
 
Test Statistics
a,b
 
 Cooperation Conflict 
Chi-Square 28.321 85.814 
df 3 3 
Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: FMU Area 
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Appendix 33: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Descriptive Statistics 
 
Statements Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Analysis N 
Q1 Overall, sustainable forest management practices produce positive results to the local community. 2.2653 .66660 98 
Q2 FMU holder did not provide platform for discussion and decision that involving direct participation 
from the stakeholder. 
3.0306 .90193 98 
Q3 Cooperation between FMU holder and stakeholders is vital to ensure the success of SFM 
implementation. 
1.6224 .73940 98 
Q4 FMU holder provided opportunities to involve stakeholder in SFM activities at the FMU level. 2.2041 .84900 98 
Q5 FMU holder did not give respond to stakeholders’ claims. 3.0510 .95650 98 
Q6 SFM implementations ensure the conservation of forest land and resources to be available for the future 
generation. 
1.9082 .76099 98 
Q7 SFM implementation did not influence the attitude of FMU holders and stakeholders towards forestry. 2.9694 1.08840 98 
Q8 Forest industry is generally environmentally sensitive compare to other sectors in Sabah 1.8980 .73904 98 
Q9 There is no clear guideline for effective relation and participation between FMU holder and stakeholder. 2.6837 .95892 98 
Q10 Stakeholder should participate in every meeting on SFM implementation either the agenda is relevant or 
not. 
2.1939 .94877 98 
Q11 Stakeholder participation is very important in finding solution regarding the goals and recommendation 
on program and activities related to SFM implementation. 
1.7347 .68189 98 
Q12 Stakeholder participation has not influenced decision during consultancy for SFM implementation at the 
FMU level 
2.7959 1.00472 98 
Q13 One of the goals for participation should be to balance the disagreement among the stakeholders. 2.0000 .60921 98 
Q14 Good participation process should help to encourage learning on the balancing of multi-use and 
importance of the forests. 
1.6837 .58498 98 
Q15 The roles of SFD and other government agencies are important to discuss different viewpoints with the 
FMU holder. 
1.4388 .61033 98 
Q16 Participation through representation is less effective compare with personal approach in dealing 
problems that connected with the FMU holder. 
2.7143 .98441 98 
Q17 The goal for participation did not promote awareness on the planning and management of the forest 
among the stakeholders. 
3.1327 .90403 98 
Q18 Information about forest activities are shared by the FMU holders 2.2857 .71796 98 
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Appendix 34: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Correlation Matrix
a 
 Q1 Q2 Q3. Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 
Correlation Q1 1.000 -.082 .310 .486 .011 .475 .040 .286 .052 .065 .156 .159 .254 .138 .192 .038 .061 .422 
Q2 -.082 1.000 -.029 -.183 .751 -.071 .600 -.073 .357 .150 .080 .280 .019 .155 -.062 .300 .577 .114 
Q3 .310 -.029 1.000 .305 -.031 .359 -.091 .231 -.141 .282 .310 -.119 .275 .341 .302 -.093 -.079 .186 
Q4 .486 -.183 .305 1.000 -.153 .428 .118 .198 -.097 .002 .166 .110 .319 .194 .124 .120 -.049 .343 
Q5 .011 .751 -.031 -.153 1.000 .007 .457 .066 .332 .046 .005 .333 -.018 .011 -.180 .213 .648 .099 
Q6 .475 -.071 .359 .428 .007 1.000 .146 .258 -.012 .096 .151 .097 .334 .166 .243 -.008 .138 .237 
Q7 .040 .600 -.091 .118 .457 .146 1.000 .009 .445 -.124 .031 .305 -.093 .066 -.073 .396 .559 .117 
Q8 .286 -.073 .231 .198 .066 .258 .009 1.000 -.002 .220 .048 .083 .183 .139 .375 .002 .020 .017 
Q9 .052 .357 -.141 -.097 .332 -.012 .445 -.002 1.000 -.011 .123 .553 .035 .095 -.148 .264 .525 -.002 
Q10 .065 .150 .282 .002 .046 .096 -.124 .220 -.011 1.000 .463 .064 .303 .279 .297 .082 .090 .069 
Q11 .156 .080 .310 .166 .005 .151 .031 .048 .123 .463 1.000 -.035 .174 .408 .208 .239 .074 .093 
Q12 .159 .280 -.119 .110 .333 .097 .305 .083 .553 .064 -.035 1.000 .118 -.023 -.054 .222 .552 .082 
Q13 .254 .019 .275 .319 -.018 .334 -.093 .183 .035 .303 .174 .118 1.000 .550 .444 -.103 -.131 .259 
Q14 .138 .155 .341 .194 .011 .166 .066 .139 .095 .279 .408 -.023 .550 1.000 .335 .020 -.076 .168 
Q15 .192 -.062 .302 .124 -.180 .243 -.073 .375 -.148 .297 .208 -.054 .444 .335 1.000 -.081 -.200 .134 
Q16 .038 .300 -.093 .120 .213 -.008 .396 .002 .264 .082 .239 .222 -.103 .020 -.081 1.000 .379 -.102 
Q17 .061 .577 -.079 -.049 .648 .138 .559 .020 .525 .090 .074 .552 -.131 -.076 -.200 .379 1.000 .052 
Q18 .422 .114 .186 .343 .099 .237 .117 .017 -.002 .069 .093 .082 .259 .168 .134 -.102 .052 1.000 
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…Continued (Correlation Matrix
a
 
Sig. (1-
tailed) 
Q1  .210 .001 .000 .458 .000 .349 .002 .306 .264 .062 .059 .006 .087 .029 .355 .276 .000 
Q2 .210  .389 .035 .000 .244 .000 .239 .000 .071 .216 .003 .427 .063 .272 .001 .000 .132 
Q3 .001 .389  .001 .382 .000 .185 .011 .083 .002 .001 .122 .003 .000 .001 .181 .221 .033 
Q4 .000 .035 .001  .067 .000 .123 .025 .171 .494 .051 .141 .001 .028 .112 .120 .316 .000 
Q5 .458 .000 .382 .067  .475 .000 .260 .000 .327 .480 .000 .431 .458 .038 .018 .000 .167 
Q6 .000 .244 .000 .000 .475  .076 .005 .453 .173 .069 .172 .000 .052 .008 .469 .088 .009 
Q7 .349 .000 .185 .123 .000 .076  .465 .000 .112 .382 .001 .180 .261 .238 .000 .000 .126 
Q8 .002 .239 .011 .025 .260 .005 .465  .491 .015 .319 .209 .036 .086 .000 .492 .421 .435 
Q9 .306 .000 .083 .171 .000 .453 .000 .491  .456 .115 .000 .365 .175 .073 .004 .000 .492 
Q10 .264 .071 .002 .494 .327 .173 .112 .015 .456  .000 .267 .001 .003 .002 .211 .189 .249 
Q11 .062 .216 .001 .051 .480 .069 .382 .319 .115 .000  .367 .044 .000 .020 .009 .233 .181 
Q12 .059 .003 .122 .141 .000 .172 .001 .209 .000 .267 .367  .124 .410 .298 .014 .000 .212 
Q13 .006 .427 .003 .001 .431 .000 .180 .036 .365 .001 .044 .124  .000 .000 .156 .099 .005 
Q14 .087 .063 .000 .028 .458 .052 .261 .086 .175 .003 .000 .410 .000  .000 .421 .229 .049 
Q15 .029 .272 .001 .112 .038 .008 .238 .000 .073 .002 .020 .298 .000 .000  .214 .024 .093 
Q16 .355 .001 .181 .120 .018 .469 .000 .492 .004 .211 .009 .014 .156 .421 .214  .000 .159 
Q17 .276 .000 .221 .316 .000 .088 .000 .421 .000 .189 .233 .000 .099 .229 .024 .000  .305 
Q18 .000 .132 .033 .000 .167 .009 .126 .435 .492 .249 .181 .212 .005 .049 .093 .159 .305  
 
a. Determinant = .001 
  
 
295 
 
Appendix 35: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Anti-image Matrices 
 Q1 Q2 Q3. Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 
Anti-image 
Covariance 
Q1 .557 .014 -.058 -.118 -.022 -.149 .055 -.097 -.058 .037 -.023 -.033 .018 .019 -.023 -.046 .009 -.201 
Q2 .014 .258 -.027 .061 -.167 .062 -.141 .094 .010 -.088 .031 .003 -.014 -.058 -.038 -.043 -.012 -.038 
Q3 -.058 -.027 .651 -.098 -.020 -.115 .057 -.031 .017 -.068 -.066 .065 .045 -.098 -.061 .080 -.005 .012 
Q4 -.118 .061 -.098 .489 .043 -.049 -.121 -.063 .131 .065 -.064 -.097 -.116 -.003 .111 -.108 .015 -.115 
Q5 -.022 -.167 -.020 .043 .307 .008 .032 -.125 .036 .075 -.024 -.005 -.055 .036 .096 .033 -.111 -.018 
Q6 -.149 .062 -.115 -.049 .008 .570 -.099 -.032 .062 .016 -.027 .028 -.123 .038 -.028 .063 -.103 .024 
Q7 .055 -.141 .057 -.121 .032 -.099 .384 -.030 -.114 .107 .026 .042 .084 -.034 -.057 -.083 -.061 -.034 
Q8 -.097 .094 -.031 -.063 -.125 -.032 -.030 .677 -.037 -.142 .110 -.003 .062 -.046 -.216 -.003 .021 .108 
Q9 -.058 .010 .017 .131 .036 .062 -.114 -.037 .484 .072 -.110 -.198 -.078 -.045 .094 .002 -.072 .024 
Q10 .037 -.088 -.068 .065 .075 .016 .107 -.142 .072 .570 -.230 -.045 -.103 .030 -.022 -.024 -.072 -.024 
Q11 -.023 .031 -.066 -.064 -.024 -.027 .026 .110 -.110 -.230 .566 .091 .091 -.164 -.067 -.133 -.009 -.006 
Q12 -.033 .003 .065 -.097 -.005 .028 .042 -.003 -.198 -.045 .091 .505 -.060 .041 -.040 -.008 -.134 .007 
Q13 .018 -.014 .045 -.116 -.055 -.123 .084 .062 -.078 -.103 .091 -.060 .446 -.211 -.151 .027 .074 -.038 
Q14 .019 -.058 -.098 -.003 .036 .038 -.034 -.046 -.045 .030 -.164 .041 -.211 .526 -.010 .017 .032 -.003 
Q15 -.023 -.038 -.061 .111 .096 -.028 -.057 -.216 .094 -.022 -.067 -.040 -.151 -.010 .581 .004 .030 -.034 
Q16 -.046 -.043 .080 -.108 .033 .063 -.083 -.003 .002 -.024 -.133 -.008 .027 .017 .004 .674 -.068 .147 
Q17 .009 -.012 -.005 .015 -.111 -.103 -.061 .021 -.072 -.072 -.009 -.134 .074 .032 .030 -.068 .315 -.004 
Q18 -.201 -.038 .012 -.115 -.018 .024 -.034 .108 .024 -.024 -.006 .007 -.038 -.003 -.034 .147 -.004 .694 
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…Continued (Anti-image Matrices) 
Anti-image 
Correlation 
Q1 .765
a
 .038 -.096 -.226 -.053 -.264 .120 -.158 -.111 .065 -.041 -.062 .037 .036 -.041 -.075 .022 -.323 
Q2 .038 .681
a
 -.066 .173 -.595 .163 -.447 .226 .029 -.230 .082 .008 -.040 -.159 -.099 -.102 -.041 -.091 
Q3 -.096 -.066 .826
a
 -.174 -.044 -.189 .114 -.047 .029 -.111 -.109 .113 .084 -.168 -.099 .121 -.010 .018 
Q4 -.226 .173 -.174 .638
a
 .112 -.094 -.279 -.110 .270 .123 -.122 -.195 -.248 -.006 .208 -.188 .037 -.197 
Q5 -.053 -.595 -.044 .112 .682
a
 .019 .093 -.274 .093 .178 -.058 -.014 -.148 .089 .229 .073 -.356 -.039 
Q6 -.264 .163 -.189 -.094 .019 .732
a
 -.212 -.051 .118 .029 -.047 .053 -.245 .070 -.048 .102 -.243 .038 
Q7 .120 -.447 .114 -.279 .093 -.212 .697
a
 -.060 -.264 .229 .056 .096 .202 -.075 -.120 -.164 -.174 -.065 
Q8 -.158 .226 -.047 -.110 -.274 -.051 -.060 .542
a
 -.065 -.229 .178 -.005 .113 -.076 -.344 -.005 .046 .157 
Q9 -.111 .029 .029 .270 .093 .118 -.264 -.065 .696
a
 .137 -.210 -.400 -.168 -.090 .176 .003 -.185 .042 
Q10 .065 -.230 -.111 .123 .178 .029 .229 -.229 .137 .580
a
 -.405 -.084 -.204 .055 -.039 -.040 -.169 -.039 
Q11 -.041 .082 -.109 -.122 -.058 -.047 .056 .178 -.210 -.405 .593
a
 .170 .182 -.300 -.117 -.216 -.022 -.009 
Q12 -.062 .008 .113 -.195 -.014 .053 .096 -.005 -.400 -.084 .170 .720
a
 -.127 .080 -.074 -.014 -.336 .012 
Q13 .037 -.040 .084 -.248 -.148 -.245 .202 .113 -.168 -.204 .182 -.127 .634
a
 -.437 -.297 .049 .197 -.069 
Q14 .036 -.159 -.168 -.006 .089 .070 -.075 -.076 -.090 .055 -.300 .080 -.437 .712
a
 -.018 .028 .080 -.005 
Q15 -.041 -.099 -.099 .208 .229 -.048 -.120 -.344 .176 -.039 -.117 -.074 -.297 -.018 .695
a
 .007 .069 -.054 
Q16 -.075 -.102 .121 -.188 .073 .102 -.164 -.005 .003 -.040 -.216 -.014 .049 .028 .007 .746
a
 -.147 .215 
Q17 .022 -.041 -.010 .037 -.356 -.243 -.174 .046 -.185 -.169 -.022 -.336 .197 .080 .069 -.147 .802
a
 -.008 
Q18 -.323 -.091 .018 -.197 -.039 .038 -.065 .157 .042 -.039 -.009 .012 -.069 -.005 -.054 .215 -.008 .703
a
 
 
a. Measures of Sampling Adequacy(MSA) 
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Appendix 36: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Communalities 
 Statements Initial Extraction 
Q1 Overall, sustainable forest management practices produce positive results to the local community. 1.000 .645 
Q2 FMU holder did not provide platform for discussion and decision that involving direct participation from the 
stakeholder. 
1.000 .864 
Q3 Cooperation between FMU holder and stakeholders is vital to ensure the success of SFM implementation. 1.000 .562 
Q4 FMU holder provides opportunities to involve stakeholder in SFM activities at the FMU level. 1.000 .711 
Q5 FMU holder did not give respond to stakeholders’ claims. 1.000 .810 
Q6 SFM implementations ensure the conservation of forest land and resources to be available for the future 
generations. 
1.000 .572 
Q7 SFM implementation did not influence the attitude of FMU holders and stakeholders towards forestry. 1.000 .618 
Q8 Forest industry is generally environmentally sensitive compare to other sectors in Sabah 1.000 .749 
Q9 There is no clear guideline for effective relation and participation between FMU holder and stakeholder. 1.000 .711 
Q10 Stakeholder should participate in every meeting on SFM implementation either the agenda is relevant or not. 1.000 .595 
Q11 Stakeholder participation is very important in finding solution regarding the goals and recommendation on 
program and activities related to SFM implementation. 
1.000 .745 
Q12 Stakeholder participation has not influenced decision during consultancy for SFM implementation at the FMU 
level 
1.000 .747 
Q13 One of the goals for participation should be to balance the disagreement among the stakeholders. 1.000 .757 
Q14 Good participation process should help to encourage learning on the synergy of the multi-use and importance 
of the forests. 
1.000 .685 
Q15 The roles of SFD and other government agencies are important to discuss different viewpoints with the FMU 
holder. 
1.000 .570 
Q16 Participation through representation is less effective compare with personal approach in dealing problems that 
connected with the FMU holder. 
1.000 .673 
Q17 The goal for participation did not promote awareness on the planning and management of the forest among 
the stakeholders. 
1.000 .774 
Q18 Information about forest activities are shared by the FMU holders 1.000 .632 
 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix 37: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Extraction Sums 
of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings
a
 
Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 3.735 20.749 20.749 3.179 20.749 20.749 3.179 
2 3.572 19.845 40.594 2.693 19.845 40.594 2.693 
3 1.722 9.568 50.162 2.603 9.568 50.162 2.603 
4 1.185 6.583 56.745 1.740 6.583 56.745 1.740 
5 1.148 6.380 63.125 1.733 6.380 63.125 1.733 
6 1.057 5.870 68.994 2.399 5.870 68.994 2.399 
7 .908 5.042      
8 .750 4.166      
9 .645 3.584      
10 .614 3.413      
11 .522 2.899      
12 .486 2.700      
13 .387 2.150      
14 .355 1.973      
15 .330 1.834      
16 .243 1.348      
17 .195 1.083      
18 .146 .813      
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix 38: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Pattern Matrix
a 
 
Statements 
Component 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q1 Overall, sustainable forest management practices produce positive results to the local community.  .774     
Q2 FMU holder did not provide platform for discussion and decision that involving direct participation 
from the stakeholder. 
.908      
Q3 Cooperation between FMU holder and stakeholders is vital to ensure the success of SFM 
implementation. 
     .461 
Q4 FMU holder provides opportunities to involve stakeholder in SFM activities at the FMU level.  .817     
Q5 FMU holder did not give respond to stakeholders’ claims. .910      
Q6 SFM implementations ensure the conservation of forest land and resources to be available for the 
future generations. 
 .675     
Q7 SFM implementation did not influence the attitude of FMU holders and stakeholders towards forest 
management and planning. 
.590      
Q8 Forest industry is generally environmentally sensitive compare to other sectors in Sabah     .846  
Q9 There is no clear guideline for effective relation and participation between FMU holder and 
stakeholder. 
     -.758 
Q10 Stakeholder should participate in every meeting on SFM implementation regardless of whether the 
agenda is relevant or not. 
  .410    
Q11 Stakeholder participation is very important in finding solution regarding the goals and 
recommendation on program and activities related to SFM implementation. 
   .745   
Q12 Stakeholder participation has not influenced decision during consultancy for SFM implementation at 
the FMU level 
     -.822 
Q13 One of the goals for participation should be to balance the disagreement among the stakeholders.   .818    
Q14 Good participation process should help to encourage learning on the synergy of multi-use and 
importance of the forests. 
  .796    
Q15 The roles of SFD and other government agencies are important to discuss different viewpoints with 
the FMU holder. 
  .457  .487  
Q16 Participation through representation is less effective compare with personal approach in dealing 
problems that connected with the FMU holder. 
   .711   
Q17 The goal for participation did not promote awareness on the planning and management of the forest 
among the stakeholders. 
.635      
Q18 Information about forest activities are shared by the FMU holders  .567     
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization; 
a
 Rotation converged in 25 iterations.  
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Appendix 39: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group: Structure Matrix 
 
Statements 
Component 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q1 Overall, sustainable forest management practices produce positive results to the local community.  .790     
Q2 FMU holder did not provide platform for discussion and decision that involving direct participation 
from the stakeholder. 
.904      
Q3 Cooperation between FMU holder and stakeholders is vital to ensure the success of SFM 
implementation. 
 .431 .417   .453 
Q4 FMU holder provides opportunities to involve stakeholder in SFM activities at the FMU level.  .800     
Q5 FMU holder did not give respond to stakeholders’ claims. .886      
Q6 SFM implementations ensure the conservation of forest land and resources to be available for the 
future generations. 
 .709     
Q7 SFM implementation did not influence the attitude of FMU holders and stakeholders towards forest 
management and planning. 
.693     -.433 
Q8 Forest industry is generally environmentally sensitive compare to other sectors in Sabah     .842  
Q9 There is no clear guideline for effective relation and participation between FMU holder and 
stakeholder. 
.419     -.786 
Q10 Stakeholder should participate in every meeting on SFM implementation regardless of whether the 
agenda is relevant or not. 
  .506 .460 .465  
Q11 Stakeholder participation is very important in finding solution regarding the goals and 
recommendation on program and activities related to SFM implementation. 
  .449 .764   
Q12 Stakeholder participation has not influenced decision during consultancy for SFM implementation at 
the FMU level 
     -.821 
Q13 One of the goals for participation should be to balance the disagreement among the stakeholders.   .810    
Q14 Good participation process should help to encourage learning on the synergy of multi-use and 
importance of the forests. 
  .800    
Q15 The roles of SFD and other government agencies are important to discuss different viewpoints with 
the FMU holder. 
  .564  .584  
Q16 Participation through representation is less effective compare with personal approach in dealing 
problems that connected with the FMU holder. 
   .715   
Q17 The goal for participation did not promote awareness on the planning and management of the forest 
among the stakeholders. 
.763     -.577 
Q18 Information about forest activities are shared by the FMU holders  .602     
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Appendix 40: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group:  Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.760 .763 18 
 
 
Appendix 41: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group:  KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .695 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 653.797 
df 153 
Sig. .000 
 
 
Appendix 42: Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group:  Component Correlation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.000 .062 .021 .170 -.035 -.305 
2 .062 1.000 .218 .027 .129 -.010 
3 .021 .218 1.000 .110 .199 .182 
4 .170 .027 .110 1.000 .094 -.077 
5 -.035 .129 .199 .094 1.000 .071 
6 -.305 -.010 .182 -.077 .071 1.000 
 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Appendix 43: Questionnaire 1 - Community Participation in SFM Implementation in Sabah 
(Stakeholder Centric) 
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Appendix 44: Questionnaire 2 – Multi-Interest Stakeholder Group Participation in SFM 
Implementation in Sabah (Stakeholder Centric) 
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Appendix 45: Questionnaire 3 – Stakeholder Participation in SFM in Sabah FMU Profile 
(Corporate Centric) 
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